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The President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

We are pleased to submit the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission report
containing the Coramission's findings and conclusions based on a review and analysis of the
recommendations made by the Secretary of Defense, together with the Commission's
recommendations for closure and realignment of military installations inside the United States.

The Commission scrutinized thousands of pages of testimony and written documentation. We held
17 hearings across the United States, visited over 125 military activities, and met with hundreds of
community representatives, The Commission heard from many expert witnesses, including Members
of Congress and officials representing the Department of Defense, the Geaeral Accounting Office,
the Environmental Protection Agency, and the Congressional Budget Ofiice. Our hearings,
deliberations, and records were open to the public,

Every installation recommended for closure or realignment enjoys a proud history of service to the
nation. We recognize that closing a base creates economic hardship for communities that have
offered our nation a priceless service by hosting a military facility. Neverthcless, continuing budget
constraints mandated by Congress along with chunging national security requiremcnts compel the
United States to reduce and realign its military forces. This report refiects the fiercely independent
judgment of the Commission’s seven members. While not one of cur decisions was easy, we are
convinced our recommendations were not only fair but will strengthen this country's ability to meet
its domestic and international responsibilities with more limited resources.

Z?)ectfully yours,
. ¥
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becca GJCox

Chairman

(2202 Grwman

CAPT Peter B Bowman, USN (Ret)

Commissioner i Commissioner
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GEN H. ¥. dohnson, USAF (Ret) Harry C. McPherson, Jr. Robert D. Stuart, Jr.

Coramissioner Commissioner Commissioner
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Ing

Plattsburgh Air Force Base, New York

Griffiss Air Force Base, New York

Naval Education and Training Center

Newport, Rhode Island

Naval Station Staten Island, New York

Naval Air Warfare Center - Aircraft

Division, Trenton, New Jersey

Defense Clothing Factory

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

National Capital Region (NCR) Activities

- Naval Electronics Security
Systems Enginecring Center,
Washinglon, DC

—  Burcau Navy Personnel, Arlington

— Military Manpower Management
Arlingten

- Naval Air Systems Command,
Arlington

— Naval Facilitics Engineering
Command, Alexandria

- Naval Recruiting Command,
Arlington

- Naval Sca Systems Command,
Arlingtlon

-~ Defense Printing Office, Alexandria

- Security Group Command,
Polomac, Washington, DC

—  Security Group Station
and Dctachment Potomac,
Washington, DC

~  Tactical Support Office, Arlington

Naval Surface Warfare Center—

White Oak Detachment, Maryland

Vint Hills Farm, Virginia

Fort Belvoir, Virginia

Norfolk Area, Virginia

- Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk

- Naval Undcrsea Warlare Center
Norfolk

- Naval Electronics Fnginecring
Center Portsmouth

—~  Naval Surface Warfare Center
Virginia Beach

i

19.

28.
29,

30.

31.
32.

Thid
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ENTS

Naval Statien Charleston, South Carolina
Naval Shipyard Charleston, South Carolina

Naval Air Station Cecl Field, Florida

Naval Training Center Orlando, Florida
Naval Hospital Orlando, Florida
Homestead Air Force Base, Florida
Naval Aviation De¢pot Pensacola, Florida
Naval Station Mobile, Alabama

Naval Air Station: Dallas, Texas

Naval Air Station Memphis, Tennessee
Gentile Air Force Station, Ohio

Defense Electronics Supply Center, Ohio
Newark Air Force Base, Ohio

Naval Air Facility Detroit, Michigan
O'lare International Airport Air Force
Reserve Station Chicago, lhnois

Naval Air Station Glenview, 1llinovis

K.1. Sawyer Air Force Basc, Michigan
Tooele Army Depot, Utah

San Francisco Bay Area, California

—~  Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Valld ~

~ Naval Air Station Alameda

~ Naval Aviation Depot Alameda

— Naval Hospital Oakland
—  Public Woiks Center, San 'rancisco
— Naval Station Treasure Island,

San rrancisco
Presidio of Monterey Annex, California
Naval Civil Engincering Laboratory
Port Hueneme, California
Marine Corps Air Station
Tustin, Califernia
March Air Force Base, California
Naval Training Center
San Diego, Calilormia

Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Hawai!
Naval Air Station Agana, Guam



On November 5, 1990, President George Bush
signed Public Law 101-510, which established
the Defense Base Closure and Realigniment Com-
mission “to provide a fair process that will
result in the timely closure and realignment of
military installations inside the United States.”
Public Law 101-510 (Tide XXIX, as amended)
required the Secretary of Defense to submit a
hst of proposcd military basc closures and
realignments to the Commission by March 15,
1993 (sec Appendix A). The statute also
required the Secretary of Defense to base all
recommendations on a force-structure plan
submitted to Congress with the Department’s
FY 1994 budget request and on selection crite-
ria devcloped by the Sceretary of Defense and
approved by Congress.

Upon the Commission’s reccipt of the Secretary
of Dclense's recommendations, PL 101-510
required the \Zommnussion to hold public hear-
ings to discuss the recommendations before it
made any lindings. To change any of the
Secretary’s recommendations, the law required
the Corpmission to fnd substantial deviation
from the Secretary's force-structure plan and the
final criteria approved by Congress.

The Commission’s process was a model of
open government. lts recommendations resulted
from an independent review of the Sccretary of
Defense's recomimendations, absent poliiical or
partisan influence. As part of its review and
analysis process, the Commission solicited
information from a wide variety of sources. Most
miportant, communities were given a scat at
the table. The Commission held investigative
hearings, conducted over 125 fact-finding visits
to activities at cach major candidate installa-
ton, held 17 regional hearings nationwide to
hear {from affccted communities, listencd to hun-
dreds of Members of Congress and responded
to the hundreds of thousands of letters from
concerned citizens from acrass the country. The
Commussion staff members maintained an
active and ongoeing dialogue with communitics,

and et throughout the process with commu-
nity representatives at the Commission offices,
during base visits, and during regional hearings.

The Comumission also held seven investigative
hearings in Washington, DC, 10 question Mili-
tary Department representatives dicectly respon-
sible for the Seeretary’s recommendations. Several
defense and base closure experts within the iederal
government, private sector, and academia pro-
vided an independent assessment of the base-
closure process and the potential impacts of the
Secretary of Defense's recommendations. All of
the Commission's hearings and deliberations
were held in public. Most were broadcast on
national television (see Appendices F and G).

Based on the Commission’s review and analy-
sis, alternatives and additions to the Secretary’s
list were considered and voted upon. On March
29, 1993, and on May 21, 1993, the Commis-
sion voted to add a total of 73 installations
for further consideration as aliecrnatives and
additions to the 165 bases recommended for
closure or realignment by the Secretary of
Defense (sce Appendix E).

Communitics that contributed to our country’s
national security by hosting a military facility
for many years should rest assured their pleas
were heard, and did not go unnoticed. The Com-
mission would also like 10 reassure communi-
ties there can be life after a basc is closed.
However, economic recovery is in large part
dependem upon a concerted community effort
to look towards the future. The same dedicated
effort expended by communities over the lust
several months 10 save their bases should be
redirected towards building and implementing
a reuse plan that will revitalize the communiiy
and the economy.

The Departinent of Detense Office of Economic
Adjustment (OEA) was cstablished 1o help com-
munities atfected by base closures, as well as
other defense program changes. The OEA's prin-
cipal objective is to help the communitics
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alfected by base closures 1o maintain or restore
cconomic stability. According 10 an OEA sur-
vey, approximately 158,000 new jobs were
created between 1961 and 1992 to replace nearly
93,000 jobs lost as a result of base closures.
The OFA has also been working with 47 com-
munitics focated near bases recommended for
closure by the 1988 and 1991 Commissions,
and has provided $20 mithon in grants 1o help
communitics develop reuse plans.

The commissioners selected for the 1993
Delense Base Closuwre and Realignment Com-
mission have diverse backprounds in public
scrvice, business, and the military (see Appen-
dix H). In accordance with the base-closure
statute, four commissioners were nominated
in consultation with the Speaker ol the ULS.
House of Representatives and the ULS. Senate
Majority Leader, and two commissioners with
the advice of the House and Senate Minority
Leaders. The remaining two nominations were
made independently by the President, who also
designated one of the eight commissioners to
serve as the Chairman,

The Commission staft included experts detailed
from several government agencies, including the
Department of Commeree, the Environmental
Protection Agency, the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration, the General Accounting Office, the
Generan Services Administvation as well as the
Department of Defense (see Appendix 1), Nine
professional siaft members were detailed by the
General Accounting Office (GAO) 1o serve full-
tinie on the Commission’s Review and Analysis
staff. Al detailees fully participated in all phases
ol the review and analysis cifort; they veriticd
data, visited candidate bases, participated i lo-
cal hearings, and testified belore the Conunis-
sion ad its public hearings.

Based on the Commission's review-aud-analysis
and deliberative processes, the Commission ree-
ommends 1o the President 130 bases be closed
and 45 bases be reahgned. These actions will
result in FY 1994-99 net savings of approxi-
mately $3.8 billion alter onc-time costs of
approximately $7.43 billion. The savivgs {from
these actions will total approximately $2.33 billion
annually, The following list sumnmavizes the
closure and vealignment recommendations of
the 1993 Commission:

viii

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Initial Entry Training/Branch School
() Fort McClellan, AL (major)
Cemmodity Oriented

(R) Tort Menmouth, NJ (major)
() Vinu Hill Farms, VA (major)

Depots

(R) Anniston Army Depot, AL (iminor)

(O) Letterkenny Army Depot, PA (major)

(R) Red River Army Depot, TN (major)

(RY Toocle Army Depot, UT (major)

Command/Control

(R} Fort Belveir, VA (major)

Professional Schools

() Presidio of Monterey Annex, CA {major)

Changes to Previously Approved BRAC

88/91 Recommendations

(R) Letterkenny Armiy Depot, PA (Systenis
Integration Management Activity - Last
remains at Letierkenny Army Depot, PA
vice Rock Island, 1LY (major)

(R) Presidio of San Francisco, CA (6th Army
remains at the Presidio of San Francisco
instead of moving, o Fort Carson, CO)
(major)

(R) Rock Island Arsenal, 1L (AMCCOM
remains at Rock Island, 1 instead of
moving 1o Redstone Avsenal, AL) (myor)

(R) Pucble Army Dejzot, CO (Redirects supply
mission from Defense Distribution Depot
Toocle, UT, 1o new location wiihin the
Detense Distribution Depot System.)
(minor)

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
Shipyards

(C) Charlestony Naval shipyard, SC (major)
(CY Mare Istand Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, CA
{(major)
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Opcrational Air Stations

(C) Marine Cormps Air Station L Toro, CA
(major)

{C) Naval Air Station Barbers Point, il
(najor)

(C) Naval Air Station Cecil Field, FL (major)

(©) Naval Air Station Agana, GU (major)

(CY Naval Air Fadility Midway Island (ninor)

Training Air Stations

(R) Naval Air Station Mciphis, TN (major)
(Q) Naval Air Station Meridian, MS (major)

Reseive Air Stations

(C) Naval Air Facility Detroit, M1 {major)

(C) Naval Air Facility Martinsburg, WV
(minor)

(Q) Naval Air Station Dallas, TX (major)

(O) Naval Air Station Glenview, 1L (major)

(O) Naval Air Stationn South Weymouth, MA
(major)

(R) Joinmt Armied Torces Aviation Facility
Johnstown, PA (minor)

Naval Bases

(R) MNaval Education and Traininyg Center,
Newport, RI (major)

(©) Naval Station Charleston, SC (major)

(C) Naval Station Mobile, AL (major)

(C) Naval Station Staten Island, NY (major)

(Q) Naval Submarine Base, New London, CT
(major)

() Naval Air Staton Alameda, CA (major)

() Naval Station Treasure Island,
San Francisco, CA (major)

Training Centers

(C) Naval Training Center Orlando, FL
(major)

(C) Naval Training Center San Dicgo, CA
(major)

Inventory Control

() Aviauon Supply Office, Philadelphia, PA
(major)

Depots

(C) Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, CA
(myor)

(C) Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, VA (major)

() Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, TL
(najor)

Naval Weapons Stations

(R) Naval Weapons station Scal Beach, CA
Quinor)

Technical Centers (SPAWAR)

(©) Naval Air Warfare Center=Aireraft
Division, Trenton, NJ (major)

(O) Naval Air Technical Services Facility,
Philadelphia, PA (minor)

(C) Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory,
Port Hueneme, CA (major)

(R) Naval Electrenic Systems Lngincering,
Center, St Inigoes, MD (iminor)

() Naval Clectronie Security Systems
Engineering Center, Washington, 11C
(major?

() Naval Electronic Sccurtty Systems
Engincering Center, Charleston, SC
(1major)

(C) Navy Radio Transmission vacility,
Annapotis, MDD tminor)

() Navy Radio Transmission Facality,
Driver, VA (minor)

(C) Naval Llectronic Systenis Enginecring,
Center, Portsmouth, VA (major?

Technical Centers (NAVSEA)

(RY Naval Surface Wartare Center--Pahlgren,
White Quk Detachment, White Oak, MD
{najor)

(O) Naval Surface Warlare Center—Carderock,
Annapolis Detachment, Annapolis, MD
major)

(R) Naval Surface Warfare Center-

Port Hueneme, Virginia Beach
Detachment, Virginia Beach, VA (major)

(R) Naval Undersea Warlare Center—=Norfolk
Detachment, Norfolk, VA (major)

(C) Planning, Estimating, Repair and
Alterations (CV), Bremerton, WA (minor)
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(C) Planning, Estimatmg, Repaiv and
Alterations (Surface) Atdantic, Norfolk, VA
(minor)

(Q) Planning. Lstimating, Repait and
Alterations (Surface) Atlantic (HQ),
Philadelpnia, PA eumor)

(O Planning. Estimating, Repair and
Alterations (Surface) Pacific,

San Francisco, CA (minor)

() Sea Automated Data Systems Activity,
Indian Head, MD (minor)

() Submarine Maintenance, Engineering,
Planning, and Procurement, Portsnwouth,
NH (minor)

Supply Centers

{O) Naval supply Center Charleston, SC
(major)

() Naval Supply Center Qakland, CA {major)

() Naval Suppiy Center Pensacola, FL
{major)

Acvine Covne 1
Viarine Lovps L

(R) Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow, CA
(minor)

National Capital Region (NCR) Activities

(R) Burcau of Navy Personnel, Arlington, VA
(Including the Office of Military
Manpower Management, Arlington, VA)
(major) )

(R) Naval Air Systems Command,
Arlimgion, VA (major)

(R) Naval Facilities Engineering Command,
Alexandria, VA (major)

(RY Naval Recruiting Command,

Arlington, VA (major)

(RY Naval Sea Systems Command,
Arlington. VA (major)

(R) Naval Supply Systems Command,
Arlington. VA (Including Detfense
Printing Office. Alexandria, VA and
Food Systems Office, Arlington, VA)
(major)

(R) Sceunty Group Command, Sccurity
Group Stadon, and Sceurity Group
Detachment, Potomac, Washington. D.C,
(major)

(R) Tacucal support Office, Arhington, VA
(minor

Other Bases

() st Marine Corps District, Garden City,
NY (minor)

(Q) Department of Defense Family Housing
Ottice, Niagara Falls, NY {(minor)

(C) Naval Facilities Engineering Command,
Western Engineering Field Division,
San Brune, CA (minor)

(C) Public Works Center San Francisco, CA
“(major)

Reserve Activities

NAVAL RESERVE CENTERS AT:

{(Q) Gadsden, AL (minor)

(C) Mongemery, AL (minor)
(C) Fayctteville, AR (minor)
(C) Fort Smith, AR {minor)
(C) Pacilic Grove, CA (minor)
(C) Macon, GA (minoy)

(C) Terre Haute, IN guainor)
(C) Hutchinson, KS (minor)
(O) Monroe, LA (minor)

(C) New Bedford, MA (minor)

NAVAL RESERVE CENTERS AT:

Q) Pittstield, MA (minor)
() Joplin, MO (minor)

(C) St Joseph. MO (minor)
(C) Great Falls, MT (minar)
) Missonly, MY (nunor)

~

—~
[

) Atanue City, NJ (minor)
) Peath Amboy, N uminor)
Y Jamestown, NY (minor)

,_
OB e

(
() Poughkeepsic, NY (minor)
(CY Aloona, PA (minor)

(C) Kingsport, TN (minor)
(C) Memphis, TN (minor)

() Ogden, UT (minor)

(C) suaunton, VA (minor)

(O Parkershurg. WV (minor)
(C) Chicopee. MA (minor)
(Y Quiney, MA (minor)
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NAVAL RESERVE FACILITIES AT:

(C) Alexandria, LA (minor)
(C) Midland, TX (minor)

NAVY/MARINE CORPS
RESERVE CENTERS AT:

(C) Fort Wayne, IN (minor)
(C) Lawrence, MA (minor)
(O) Billings, M1 (minor)
(©) Abilence, TX (minor)

READINESS COMMAND REGIONS AT:

(C) Olathe, KN (Region 18) (minor)
(C) Scotia, NY (Region 2) (minor)
(C) Ravenna, OH (Region 5) (minor)

HOSPITALS

(O) Naval Hospital Charleston, SC (major)
(C) Naval Hospital Oakland, CA (major)
(C) Naval Hospital Oriando, FL (major)

CHANGES TO PREVIOUSLY APPROVED
BRAC 88/91 RECOMMENDATIONS

(R) Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station
Treasure Island, CA (Retain no facilities,
dispose vice outlease all property) (minor)

(R) Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, CA
{Substitute Naval Air Station Miramar
tor Marine Corps Air Station 29 Palms
as one receiver of Marine Corps Air
Station Tustin's assets) (mujor)

(R) Naval Electronics Systems Lngineering
Certer, San Dicgo, CA (Consolidate with
Naval Electronics Systems Engincering
Center, Vallejo, CA, into available Air
Froree space viee new construction)
(major)

(R) Naval Mine Warfare Enginectiag, Activity,
Yorktown, VA (Realign to Panama City,
L vice Danm Neck, VA) (minor)

(R) Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility,
Albuguerque, NM (Retain as a tenant
of the Air Foree) (minor)

DEPARTMENT OF THE

AIR FORCE

Large Aircraft

(R) Grilfiss Air Force Base, NY (major)

(C) KL sawyer Air Force Base, Mi (major)
(R) March Air Foree Base, CA (myjor)

(C) Plattsburgh Air Force Base, NY (major)
() McGuire Air Foree Base, NJ (major)

Small Aircraft
(R) Homestead Air Foree Base, FL (major)
Air Force Reserve

(C) O'Hare Internavional Airport Air Foree
Reserve Station, Chicago. L (major)

Other Air Force
(C) Gentile Air Force Sttion, OH (minor)
Air Force Depot

(C) Newark Air Force Base, OH (myjor)
(R) Ogden Air Foree Logistics Center,
Hill Air Foree Base, UT (nmunor)

Changes to Previously Approved BRAC
88/91 Recommendations

(O) Bergstrom Air Toree Base, TX
(Requested redirect rejected) (minor)

(R) Carswell Air Toree Base, TX (Fabrication
function of the 436th Training Squadron
redirected from Dyess AFB 1o Luke AFB,
maintenance training function redirected
from Dycss AFB to Hill AFB) (minor)

(R) Castle Air Force Base, CA (B-52 Combat
Crew Training redirected from Fairchild .
AFB 10 Barksdale AFB and KC-135
Combat Crew Training from Fairchild
AFB to Allus AFB) (major)

(R) Chanute Air Force Base. 11 (Metals
Technology and Aireraft Structural
Maintenance training courses {rom
Chanute AI'B to Sheppard AFB
redirected 1o NAS Memphis) (minor)

X1
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(R) MacDill Air Force Base, Flonida (Airficld
to be operated by the Department of
Commerce or another {ederal agencey.
Joint Communicatons sSupport Element
stays at MacDill vice relocating to
Charleston AFB.) (munor)

() Mather Air Foree Base, CA (940th
Air Refueling Group redirected from
MeClellan AFB 1o Beale AFB) gninor)

(Y Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base,
O (Retain 121st Air Refueling Wing
and the 1o0th A Refucling Group in
a cantonmient arca at Rickenbacker
AGE instead of Wright-Patierson AIB.
Rickenbacker AGB does not close.)
(major)

Defense Logistics Agency

Inventory Control Points

(C) Defense Electronics Suppiy Center,
Dayton, OH (major)

() Defense industrial Suppiy Cemer,
Philadelphia, PA (majon)

() Delense Personnel Support Center,
Philadelphia, PA (major)

Regional Headquarters

(RY Defense Contract Management Disirict
Midatlantic, Philadelphia, PA Qrinor)

(R) Defense Contract Management District
Northeentral, Chicago, 1L (minor)

(R) Defense Contract Management District
West, El Segundo, CA (minor)

Dcfense Distribution Depots

(C) Delense Distibution Depot Oakland, CA
anmor)

() Delense Distribution Depot Pensacola, FL
tuinor)

(O) Delense Distribution Depot Letterkenny,
PA (uinor)

(C) Belense Distribution Depot Charleston,
SC (minor)

(CY Defense Distribution Depot Toocele, U1
(minor)

Nt

Service/Support Activitics

() Delense Logistics Support Center,
Baule Creel, MI (miyjor)

(Q) Defense Reutihizavon and Marketing
Scrviee, Battle Creck, M1 (mwjor)

(C) Defense Logistics Ageney Clothing
Factory, Philadelphia, PA (major)

Data Center Consolidation

Navy Data Processing Centers

(C) Aviation supply Office, Philadelphia, PA
(minor)

() Burcau of Naval Personnel, Washington,
DC (ninor)

() Inlisted Personnel Management Center,
New Orleans, LA (minon)

() Facilities Systems Qitice, Port Hueneme,
CA (minor)

(O) Fleet Industrial Support Center,
san Diego, CA (minor)

() Naval A Station Brunswick, MLE (minot)

() Naval Air Station Key West, 'L (minor)

(C) Naval Air Station Mayport, L (minor)

(C) Naval Air Station Oceana, VA (ninor)

() Naval Air Stavion Whidbey Island, WA
{minor)

(C) Naval Air Warfare Center, Aireral
Division, Patuxent River. MD (minor)

() Naval Air Wartare Center, Weapons
Division, China Lake, CA (mmnor)

(C) Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons
Division, Point Mugu, CA (minor)

() Naval Command Centrol & Qcean
surveillance Center, San Dicgo, CA
{minor})

() Naval Computer & Telecommunications
Area Master Station, Atlanuie, Norfolk, VA
(minor)

() Naval Computer & Telecommuntzations
Area Master Station, FASTPAC, Pearld
Harboer, HI (minon)

(O) Naval Computer & Telecommunications
Station, San Dicgo, CA (minor)
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(C) Naval Computer & Telecommunications
Staton, Washington, DC (minor)

(C) Naval Computer & Telecommunications
Statien, New Ovleans, LA (minor)

(C) Naval Cemputer & Telecommunications
Station, Pensacola, L (minor)

(©) Navy Regional Data Automation Center,
San rancisco, CA (minor)

(C) Naval Supply Center, Charleston, SC
uninor)

(C) Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, VA (minor)

(C) Naval Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, 11
{minor)

Navy Data Processing Centers

(C) Navai supply Center, Puget Sound, WA
(minor)

(C) Navy Data Automation Facility, Corpus
Christi, TN (minor)

(C) Navy Recruiting Command, Arlington, VA
(minor)

() Trident Refit Facility, Bangor, WA (minor)

(CY Trident Refit Facility, Kings Bay, GA
(minor)

Marine Corps Data Processing Centers

(C) Marine Corps Alr Station Cherry Point,
NC (minor)

() Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, CA
(minor)

() Regional Automated Services Center,
Camp Lejeune, NC (minor)

(C) Regiomal Automated Scrviees Center,
Camwp Pendleton, CA (minor)

Air Force Data Processing Centers

() Aiv Fo e Miditary Personnel Center,
Randolph AFB, TX (minor)

(O Computer Service Center, San Antonio,
TX (minor)

() 7th Communications Group, Pentagon,
Arlington, VA {(minor)

(O) Regional Processing Center, McClellan
ALB, CA (minor)

Dcfensc Logistics Agency Data

Processing Cenlers

(C) Information Processing Center, Battle
Creek, Ml (minor)

(Q) Information rocessing Center, Ogden, UT
(minor)

(C) Inlormation Processing Center,
Phitadelphia, PA (minor)

(O) Informaion Processing Center,
Richmond, VA (minor)

Defense Inforination Systems Agency
(DISA) Data Processing Centers

(C) Delense Information Technology Service
Organization, Columbus Annex Dayton,
OH (minor)

(C) Pelense Information Technology Service
Organizaiion, Idianapolis Information
Processing Center, IN (minor)

(©) Defense Informanon Technology Service
Organization, Kansas City Information
I'rocessing Center, MO (minor)

(C) Defense Information Technology Services
Organization, Clevelind, O (minor)

LEGEND
(Y = Installabion recommended for closure
(R = Installation recommended Tor realignient

e

Instalfation recommended to remain open

X
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CHAPTER 1

CommiSSION FINDING

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Com-
mission has completed its review and analysis
of the Secretary of Defense recommendationss
for basc closures and realignments, as transmit-
ted 1o the Commission on March 12,1993, Ths
chapier contains a summary of the Commission’s
findings and its recommendations {or closures
and realignments.

Information on each of the Conunission’s basce
closure and realignment decisions is presented
below. The paragraphs entitled “Sceretary of
Defense Recommendations” and “Secretary of
Defense Justilications” were taken verbatim [rom
the Department of Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Report dated March 1993, The para-
graphs entitled *Communily Concerns” provide
a brict summary of arguments presented to the
Commission by local communitics; they are not
all-inclusive. Where applicabice, substaniiai
deviations from the application of the force-
struciure plan and final criteria arc identified.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Iniiial Entry Training/Branch School
Fort George B. McClellan, Alabama

Category: Initial Enfry Training/Branch School
Mission: Chemical and Military Police Centers
and Schonls
One-time Cost: N/A
Suvings: 199:1-99. N/A
Annual: N/A
Puayback: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close Fort McClellan, Relocate the U.s. Army
Chemical and Milnary Police Schools and the
Departinent of Detense Polygraph Institute
(DODPD o Fort Leonard Wood, MO. Transfer
accountability for Pelham Range and other
required training support facilities, through
licensing. 1o the Anmy National Guard. Retain an
enclave lor the U.S) Ay Reserves. Retain the
capability for hive-agent training at Fort MeClellan,

 RECOMMENDATIONS

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Fort McClellan has the Ieast amount of facilities
and smallest population of any of the Army’'s
individual entry raining/branch school instal-
lations and was accordingly ranked ninth in a
category of 13 installations. Three of the 13
installations tied for the thirtcenth position and
were later removed from further consideration
as a result of a specilic capability needed 0
support mission requirements. The enth instal-
lation in this category was not considered for
closure because it controls airspace, airfields,
and aviation facilities which represent unique
asscts Lo the Army.

Collocation of the chemicai, military police, and
engineer schools provides substantial advantages
for operational linkages among the tluee branches.
Thesce linkages enable the Army to focus on the
docirinal and force develepment of three key
mancuver support clements. Synergistic advan-
tages of wraining and professional development
programs arc: coordination, cmployment and
removal of obstacles, conduct of river crossing
operations, internal sccurity/nation assistance
operations operations in rear arcas or along main
supply routes, and counter drug operations. 1he
missions of the three branches will be more
clicctively integrated.

tach school develops doctrine, training, leader-
ship, organization, and material products which
are technical in natuiv and proponent specitic.
The only place 1o achicve integration is at the
combined arms level. Using the opportunity
to collocate these schools will assure syner-
gistic solutions for current, emerging, and
future challenges. —

This recommendation is a change to the recomimen-
dation made 10 the 1991 Commission that was
disapproved. The 1991 Commission rejected this
recommendation because 1t found the Army
substantially deviated from eriteria 1 and 2. Their
rationale questioned the Army’s decision to main-
tain the Chiemical Decontaminaion Training,
Facility (CDTFEF) in carctaker status because
it could conutbute linde, i any, to =hamical
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defense preparedness and the CDTE could not
be reactivated guickly.

The Army’s proposal to close TFort McClellan
differs i two respects. First, the DODPL will
relocate o Fort Leonard Wood, MO, instead of
Fort Huachucea, AZ, and sccond, the Army will
retain the capability to continue live-agent train-
ing. Subsequent to the 1991 Commission’s
decision, the Army conducted an in-depth study
ol the value of live-agent training. The study
aftirmed its military value. The Army’s nuclear,
biological, and chemical readiness training is
interwoven throughout all training and included
at all levels of commuand. Operations in a
potentially hostile chemical environment are an
integral part of individual and collective skills
training, and routinely practiced during unit field
training exercises. By maintaining the capability
{or chemical live-agent training at Fort McClellan,
the Army will continue to provide reabstic chemi-
cal preparedness training. A robust chemical/
biological defense is a vital part of a three-nronged
cffort, including arms control and convertional/
nuclear deterrence. The Army is the only
service that conducts live-agent training, and it
will continue this training. The Air Force has
indicated its desire o collocate its disaster
preparedness technical training with the Army's
Chemical School at Fort Teonard Wood; the
Army supports this initiative.

The Army provides live-agent training not only
for Army personnel (approximately 4000
students per year), but also for other Services,
the State Department, and even foreigi coun-
tries Lapproximaiely 600 students per year). This
training usually involves two days at the CDTH
while other training s conducted at other
facilities ol the Chemical School. The CDTF
will remain part of the Chemical School, even
thougly it is heing operated at another location.
Although it is feasible 1o replicate this facility at
Fort Leonard Wood, maintaining the cxisting
facility affords the smine capability without any
additional construction.

i

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argued separating, the live-agent
training facility from the Chemical School would
scriously degrade the ability 1o test chemical
decontamination doctrine and equipment. Com-
munity representatives also questiones the Avmy’s
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ability to constrict a new facilit, at Fort Leonard
Wood, and noted cven i it could be done, it
would require up o nine years to accomplish,
The commumiy also asserted new construction
costs would be up to five times greater than
Army estimates.

The community cited the lower military value
of other Inivial Entry Training/Branch School
installations and claimed the return on invest-
ment for Fort McCiellan's closure was actually
much lower than the Army analysis showed. In
addition, the community cited numerous
reasons {or training degradation at Fort Leonard
Wood, including the inadequacy of smoke ranges,
the inability to develop joint-service training
ciforts begun at Fort McClellan, and the long
period of turmoil resulting {rom the move. Com-
munity representattses also questioned the
DODPI's ability to conduct rescarch missions at
Fort Leonard Wood.

Fmally, the community argued this closure woutd
produce the highest long-term  economic
impact of this round of the base closure pro-
cess, because residual propeny at Fort McClellan
would not provide offsetting commercial value
for the commmunity.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found separating the Chemical
School from the CDTF would negatively impact
the nation’s chemical-defense capability. There
was no guaranice the live-agent training
facility, the CDTF, could be moved, and the
Commission found it imprudent to jeopardize
the faality’s existence until such assurance
could be obtained.

The Commission validated the military value of
the installations in this category and found the
Do process considered all installations fairly
and cquitably. Fort Leonard Wood had sulficient
space o conduct smoke training and the other
training functions found at Fort McClellan,
as well as adddional space to conduct joint-
training activitics. The Army’s recent experience
in relocating two other branch schools was
significant and could enable the Chemical and
Military Police Schools to move with minimal
disruption.

The Commission found economic impact was
indecd highv i the Anniston, AL arca.
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substanually from final criteria 1 and
4. Therefore, the Commission rejects the

following recommendation of the Secretary of

Defense: close Fort McClellan except for Petham
Range and other required training support
facilities to be licensed 1o the Army National
Guard, and an cniclave to support the U.S. Army
Reserves; relocate the Chemical and Military Police
Schools to Tort Leonard Wood, MO retain the
capability {or live-agent training at Fort McClellan.
The Commission does recommend that il the
Sceeretary of Defense wants to move the Chemieal
Defense School and Chemical Decontamination
Training Facility in the future, the Army should
pursue all of the reguired permits and certifica-
tion for the new site prior to the 1995 Base
Closure process. The Commission finds that this
rccommendation is consisient with the {orce-
structure plan and the tinal criteria.

Commodity Oriented

Fort Menmouth, New Jersey

Category: Commodity Oricnled

Mission: Provides Facilitics and Scrvices
to All Resident Activitics

One-time Cost: $ 03.0 million

Savings: 1994-99: % -27.0 million (Cost)
Anmnyal: $ 13.3 miltion

Puyback: 10 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Realign Fort Monmouth. Relocate the headquar-
ters of U.S. Army Communications Electronic
Command (CECOM) from leased space outside
i-ort Monmouth to Rock Isiand Arsenal, 1L, and
transfer the Chaplain Schoel 1o Fort Jackson,
SC. Consolidate activities to maximize wiliza-

tion of main post Fori Monmouth. Dispose of

excess facilitics and real property at Evans and
Charles Woods subposts, as well as main post,
I'ort Monmouth.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Fort Monmouth ranks fourth out of twelve
mstallations in military value. It is a small
mstallation with elements located olf base in
costly leased space. Relocatinig the CECOM tead-

quarters, an administrative and logistical
headquarters, {rom leased facilities located
outside the main post of Fert Monmouih, NJ,
to permauent facilities at Rock Island Arsenal,
1L, allows the Army 1o teiminate a lease of $15
million per year with additional savings of over
$8 million per year in locality pay differential
for the civilian workforee. At the same time. it
better utilizes the excess space identified at Rock
Island. Separating the headquarters and admin-
isivative function from the rescarch and devel-
opment aspect of CECOM will aot have an
operational impact.

Rock Island Arscnal has the infrastructure to
support and house the headquarters element of
CECOM. Currently, Rock Island has adminis-
valive space to accommodate approximately
1.000 additional personnel and permanent building,
space that can be renovated 1o accommodate
cvein more personnel. The computer-sysiems
enter on the arsenal is one of the Army's
fargest and can accommodate the needs ol the
headguariers,

Tne Rock lsland community infrastructure can
accommodate the new residents withowt the need
to consiruct new schools, new water and sewer
facilitics, or other public facilities. There is abun-
dant housing at rcasonable costs and execllent
access 1o higher education, both at the graduate
and undergraduate level.

FFort Jackson trains about one half of the hasic
trainees and is the largest reeruit training
center. It is also the home of the Soldier Sup-
port Center, which is relocating from Fort Ben-

jamin Harmson. The report o the 1991

Commission describing the proposed closure of
Fort Benjamin Harrison stated the Army planned
to collocate the Chaplain Schoel with this Cen-
ier eventually. The transfer of the Chaplain School
to Fort Jackson benefits not only the Chaplain
School's students, but also the large populanon
of basic trainces who are beginning a new
career in the Army, many ol whom arce sepa-
rated from their families for the fivst time. The
Chaplain School and its stalf of chaplains will
facihtate the rainees” transition to the Army lile.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS
The community arpued the Secretary’s proposed

realignment of CECOM headquariers 1o Rock
Island Arsenal split the headguarters from the
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clements it supports (Project Exccutive Officers
and the Rescarch and Development Center) and
reduced overall operational cfficiency and
clfectiveness. The CECOM would best be served
by the consolidation Jf CECOM elements and
by taking advantage of recentiy vacated and reno-
vated facibities by moving onto Fort Monmouth.
In addition, the community argued it would
take a considerable capital investmeit to adjust
the proposed Rock Island Avsenal warchouse
facility to accommodate CECOM requiremients.
Movement onto Fort Monmouth would avoid
the expensive movement and renovation costs
associated with the move to Rock Island Arsenal.

Additionally, the community maintained the
New Jersey/New York arca was the cast coast
high-tech center and similar institutions and
activities would not be available in the Rock
Island arca,

Lastly, the community argued locality pay should
not be a cost consideration, They maintained
Congress created locality pay to offset the wage
ditlerential between the private and public
sectors in certain high cost arcas. Therefore, they
argued, using this Tacior in auy consideiotion
could penalize an installation when, in fact, it
was a Congressional driven entitlement.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found there was excess ad-
ministrative space at both Rock Island Arsenal
and Fort Monmouth. The excess space at Fort
Monmouth resulted from the movement of the
513th Military Intelligence Brigade, which is not
a base realignment action, and the Chaplain
School. The Commission {ound both the
Diepartment of Defense proposal and the com-
munity counter-proposal were rational approaches
1o she utilization of the excess administrative

S g,

Th - Commission agreed there was a potentially
neganive impact il the technically trained work
foree ar CLECOM did not move 1o Rock Tsland
Avsenal.

The Commussion noted the Department misstated
the cost dilferental between two allernative
choices. The Commmssion {ovad the lower
onc-tme cost of consolidating activitics at Fort

Monmouwth outweighed the long-term savings
associated with the relocation of CLCOM 1o Rock
Island Arsenal. The Commission {urther found
the Army’s consideration ol savings in locality
pay was an added bonus of the realignment of
CECOM to Rock Island Arsenal, but was not a
primary consiceration for the recommendation.
The Commission found locality pay could
penalize an installation when compared to one
not entited to it

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Comnussion linds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criterion 4.
Thercfore, the Commission rejects the Secretary’s
recommendation on Fort Monmouth and instead
adopts the foliowing recommendation: move
CECOM lHeadquarters out ol the leased space
and inte space at Fort Monmouth vacated by
the 513th Military Intelligence Brigade and the
Chaplain School, or other suitable space as
appropriate; relocate the Chaplain School 1o Fort
Jackson, SC; consolidate actividies to maximize
utilization of man post Fort Monmouth; and
dispose of excess facilities and real properiy at
Evans and Charles Woods subposts, as well as
main post Fort Monmouth. The Commission
tinds this recommendation is consisient with
the force-structure plan and final criteria.

Vint Hill Farms, Virginia
Category. Commodity Oriented
Mission: Rescarch, Development,
and Sustainment of Intelligence
and Electronic Warfare Equipment
One-time Cost: $ 724 million
Savings: 1994-99: § -19.0 million (Cost)
Annual: $ 19.1 million
Paybuck: 8 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close Vint Hill Farms. Relocate the maintenance
and repair function of the Intelligenee Material
Management Center (tiIMMO) 1o Tobyhanna Army
Depot, PA. Transter the remaining elements of
IMMC, the Signai Wartare Directorate, and
the Program Exceutive Officer (PEQ) for Iniel-
ligence and Electromie Wartare (1EW) 10 Fort
Monmouth, NJ.
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Vint Hill Farms ranked low in military valuce
within its category. With the departure of the
military intelligence battalion and its consolida-
tion at Fort Gordon, GA, Vint Hill Farms is
underutilized. It was determined that Vint Hill
Farms could be closed and its functions per-
formed clsewhere. Closure of this installation
supports the Ariy’s basing strategy to consolidate
similar functions and close small installaiions
when feasible to do so. Moving its activities to
Fort Monmouth enhances the syncrgistic
cffect of rescarch and development for com-
munication clectronics and intelligence electronics
warfare. Collocation at Fort Monmouth also
facilitates the interaction between the Program
Managers ond Program Exccutive Officers that
currently reside at Fort Monmouth, thereby
creating greater military value in this category.

Consolidating rescarch and development will
achicve greater efficiencies in the aveas of
mission. mission overhead, and basc operations.
This allows the Army o reduce costs, giving
the flexibility o put scarce resources into the
rescarch and development arena that signilicantly
contributes to overall readiness.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community asserted Dob erred in assigning
a relatvely low military value to the instaliation,
contending the true value of the installation should
be based on the missions of the tenant activities.
Additionally, community representatives argued
DoD’s claim the post would be underutilized
following the move of a resident military intelli-
genee battalion was inaccurate.

The community further argued the realigniment
of the tenant activities could cause serious harm
1o national sccurity. First, sensitive and, in some
cases, highly-classilicd work is performed at Vint
Hill Farms for the intelligence comniunity, mostly
headquartered in the National Capital Region.
Relocating to New Jersey would dhisrupt this close
working relationship. Sccond, the quality of the
work performed is dependent on a superior work
force. The community estimated approxiately
80 pereent of the work force would not move,
thereby degrading the Army's and the nation’s
intelligence capability while replacements were
hired and trained.

Finally, the community requested the Commis-
sion receive classified briefings on the activities
and missions conducted at Vint Hill Farms. Tt
was stated only by receiving these brictings could
the true value of the installation, and the
potential harm to national security, be assessed.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found all installations in the
category were treatzd fairly. It also found the
Secretary had overstated the impact the mili-
tary intelligence baiwalion’s relocation would have
on the post's capacity. The battalion occupied
only 7 percent of the facilitics on the installaion,
and its move would not cause the installation
to be grossly underutilized.

The Commission explored the potential impact
of the proposed realignments on the agencies
with whom the Vint Hill Farms activities work.
The agencies all stated the relocation of the tenants
would have minimal, or no, impact. The Com-
mission agreed there was a potential impact
il the work force did not move; however, a
pool of technologically trained and available
personncl does exist in the Fort Monmouth arca.
Prudent phasing of the move from Vint Hill
Farms to Fort Monmouth could overcome any
personnel shortfalls.,

The Commission also reeeived classitied bricel-
ings on the activities and missions conducied at
Vint Hill Farms. During these briefings nothing
was discovered that would preclade the imple-
mentation of the Dol recommendation.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
Vint Hill Farms. Relocate the maintenance and
repair function of the Intelligence Material
Management Center (IMMCO) to Tobyhanna
Army Depot, PA. Transler the remaining
clements of IMMC. the Intelligence and
Electronic Warfare Directorate {formerly the
Signal Warfare Directorate), and the program
exceutive officer (PEO) for Intelligence and Elee-
tronic Warlare (IEW) 1o Fort Monmouth, NJ.
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Army Depots

Leuterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania
Category: Depots
Mission Depot Maintenance
One-time Cost: $ 23.1 million*
Savings: 1994-94. % 42.8 million*
Annuai: $ 13 T mullion
Payback: 7 vears
*These numbers refiect SIMA-E redirect savings

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECGMMENDATION

Realign Letterkeany Army Depot (LEAD) by
reducing 1t 1o a depot activity and placing it
under the command and control of Tobyhanna
Army Depot, PA. Relocate the maintenance
functiens and associated workload 1o other
depot-maintenance activities, including the
private scctor. Retain the conventional ammu-
nition storage mission and the regional Test
Mcasurement and Diagnostic Lquipment (TMDE)
mission. Change the recommendation of the 1991
Commission regarding Letterkenny as follows:
instead of sending Systems Integration Manage-
ment Activity East (SIMA-E) 1o Rock Island
Arsenal, Hlinots, as recommended by the 1991
Commission, retain this activity in place.
Retain the SIMA-E and the Infeomadon Pro-
cessing Center at Letterkenny until the Defense
Information Systems Agency (DISA) completes
its review of activities relocated under Defense
vanagement Review Decision (DMRD) 918, The
activitics of the depot not associated with the
remaining mission will be inactivated, wransierred
or otherwise climinated. Missile maintenance
workload will not consolidate at Letterkenny,
as originally planned. However, Depot Systems
Command will relocate to Rock Island Arsenal,
where it will consolidate under the Industrial
Operations Command there, as approved by the
1991 Commission.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The decision to realign LEAD was driven by the
resudts ol the Chairman, Joint Chicfs of stalf
tennial review ol roles and missions in the
Department of Defense. As part of this review,
the Chairman chartered the Depot Maintenance
Consolidation Study. The study identified a
signiticant amount of excess depot capacity
and duplication among the Services.
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The Army has concluded the projected ground
systems and equipment depot maintenance
workload for fiscal year 1999 is not sulficient
to maintain all of the ground systems and cquip-
ment depots.

In drawing the conclusion to downsize LEAD,
the Army considered the following factors:
relative military value of the depots, the future
heavy force mix, reduced budget, workforee skills,
excess capacity, ability of the depots 1o accom-
modate new workload levels, the proximity of
the depots to the heavy foices in the US., and
the resulting savings.

SIMA-E, which perlorms computer systems
design and data management functions for a
varicty of activities, is transferring 1o the
Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA) in
1993, Retention keeps this activity {ocused
regionally upon the custonmer. SIMA-West is
located in St. Louis and supports functions in
the western portion ol the U.S. DISA advised
the Army there were no advantages or savir
ot a rclocaiion to Rock sland Arsciial,
Less than 25% of the work performed by SIMA-E
is associated with the Industrial Operations
Command at Rock Island Arsenal.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argued the consolidation of the
Joint Missile Mairrtenance mission at Letterkenny
Army Depot, as originally recommended by
Defense Management Review Decision (DMRD)
918, remains the most sensible and economical
option available for the interservicing of missile
workload. The community maintained realign-
ing the missile-maintenance workload o other
depots would not take advantage of the
cticiencies gained by miterservicing at a single
site. Also, the community argued existing
artillery workload should not be transferred 1o
another Aimy depot as originatly planned. The
community cite various factors including a
partnership arrangement with private industry
for assembling the Paladin weapon systen.
Additionally, the community belicved Depot
Systems Command (DESCOM) should not relo-
cate 10 Rock Island Arsenal, 1L, as recommended
by the 1991 Commission, out should remain
in place at LEAD and form the Industrial
Opcerations Command (10C) {rom cxisting
DESCOM asscts thereby saving the cost of
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personniel relocations. The community agreed
with the Army recommendation SIMA-E: should
remain in place at LEAD until DISA determined
the best altermative for its fuiure.

COMMISSION FINDINGS:

The Commiission found the Army vreated all its
depots cqually. The Commission also found the
Army’s process for isolating and climinating
excess capacity was a consistent and prudent
approach toward decreasing the excess capacity
that existed in the Army’s depot system.

The Commission carefully considered inter-
scrvicing of tactical-missile maintenance and
found the cight defense depots identified by
the Departiment of Defense as interservicing
candidates in the Tactical Missile Maintenance
Consolidatior. Plan for Letterkenny Army Depot,
31 January 1992 (revised 30 April 1992) were
performing similar work on tactical-missile guid-
ance and control sections and in some instances
related ground control sysiems. In addition to
Letterkenny Army Depot, these cight included
Anniston Army Depot, AL; Red River Army
Depot, TX; Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA; Naval
Weapons Staiion Scal Beach, CA; Naval
Aviauon Depot Alameda, CA; Naval Aviation
Depot Norfolk, VA; and Ogden Air Logistics
Center, Hill AFB, UT.

The Commission also found the workload origi-
natly pianned for consolidation at Letterkenny
had decrcased. Some missile systems—the
Shillelagh, Land Combat Support System,
Chaparrai, and the ANTSQ-73—wcic¢ no fonget
considered viable candidates for transfer because
they would soon be retired, and a substantial
portion of the remaining work for potential trans-
fer to Letterkenny was being performed by
private contractors. Despite all of these inter-
servicing efficiency-reducing factors, a recent
study by the Army Audit Agency concluded the
annual recurring savings to be realized from
tactical-missile consolidation at Letterkenny would
still be equivaient to savings achicved from the
proposed Letterkenny realignment, if all missile
maintenance workload, including that which is
currently assigned to the private sector, transi-
tions Lo Letterkenny.

While the Letterkenny factlitics might possibly
be under-utilized il the tactical-missile workload

was consolidated at the depot, retention of the
current artillery workload could help alleviate
the problem. Although not included with DOD’s
original consolidation plan, the transfer of Hawk
ground control system maintenance from the
Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, could fur-
ther reduce costs and improve Letterkenny
facility utilization rates.

The Commission tound the consolidation of
tactical-missile maintenance at a single depot
was a valia plan worthy of implementation in
order to create cfficiencics and reduce costs.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially trom final criteria 1 and
4. Therefore, the Commission rejects the
Secretary’s reconuuendation on Letterkenny Army
Depot, PA, and instead, adopts the following
recommendation: Letterkenny Army Depot will
remain open. Consolidate tactical-missile maiin-
tenanee at the depot as originally planned by
the Depariment of Defense in the Tactical
Missile  Maintenance  Consolidation  Plan  for
Letterkenny Army Depot, 31 January 1992
(revised 30 April 1992). Add tactical-missile
maintenance workload curvently being accom-
plished by the Marine Corps Logistics Base
Barstow, California, to the consolidation plan.
Retain artitlery workload at Letterkenny. Retain
the Systems Integration Management Activity-
East (SIMA-E) at Letterkenny Army Depot (change
to the 1991 Commission recommendation)
until the Defense Information Systems Agency
completes its review ol activities relocated
under DMRD 918, Relocate Depot Systems
Command to Rock Island Arsenal, 1L, and
consolidate with the Armament, Munitions.
and Chemical Command into the Indusinal
Opcrations Command, as approved by the
1991 Conunission. The Commission finds this
recommendation is consistent with the force-
structure plan and final ¢riteria.

Tooele Army Depot, Utah

Category: Depots

Misston: Depot Muintenance

One-time Cost: $ 73.7 million

Savings: 1994-99: $ 107.2 million
Annual: $ 51.0 million

Pavback: Immediate
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Realign Toocie Army Depot (THAD) by reducing
it to a depot activity and placing it under the
command and control of Red River Army
Depot, TX. Retaine conventional ammunition
storage and  the  chemical-demilitarization
mission. The depot workload will move to other
depot-maintenance activitics, including the
private sector. The activities of the depot not
associated with the remaining mission will
be inactivated, transfcrred, or climinated, as
appropriate.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The decision to realign TEAD was driven by

the results ol the Chairman, Joint Chicfs of Staff

tricnnial review of roles and missions in the
Department of Defense. As part of this review,
the Chairman chartered the Depot Maintenance
Consolidation study. The study identified a
significant amount of excess depot capacity
and duplication among the Serviees,

The Army has concluded the projected ground
systems and equipmieni depot maintenance work-
load for fiscal year 1999 is not suflicient 10
maintain all of the ground systems and equip-
ment depots.

In drawing the conclusion to downsize TEAD,
the Army cousidered the following factors:
relative military value ol the depots, the future
heavy foree mix, reduced budget. workioree skills,
Cxeess capdavity, ability of ithe dopots (o accom-
modate new workload levels, the proximity ol
the depots to the heavy forees in the LS. and
the resulting savings.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

In October 1992, a nearly $150 million “state-
of-the-market” Consolidiated Maintenance Facility
(CMIY, designed 1o aecomplish the projected
wheeled vehiele workload for all serviees, opened
at Toocle Army Depot. The community claimed
withow the interservicing workload of wheeled
vehicles and related secondary itens, the CMFE
would lose the opportunity Lo operate as
designed, and the government would lose s
Investiment.

Furiher, the community mainwained closing
TEADYs maintenance facilities would send a
message throughout the Department ol Defense
that nvestments in clficiencies go unrewarded
and the least efficient facilities survive, Finally,
the community stated realigning TEAD would
praduce severe cconomige npact on the surround-
ing community.

COMMISSICN FINDINGS

The Commission found the Army wreated all ns
depots cqually. The Cominission also found the
Army’s process for isolating and chiminating,
exeess capacity was 2 conststent and  prudent
approach toward decreasing the excess capacity
that existed in the Army’s depot systen.

The Commission carcfully considered inter-
servicing of tactical wheeled-vebhicle maintenancee;
however, the Commission found transterring the
wheeled-vehicle maintenance workload from all
servives o TEAD's CME was not sullicient 1o
bring the capacity utilization of Toocele Army
Depot 1o a cost-cifective fevel. Future mission
requirements would also not be sutficient 1o
improve the utilization rate of the CMFE 10 an
acceptable level.

The Commission finds the Department of
Defense should make every attempt to dispose
of the CMF as an intact, complete, and usable
facility such that the community has a better
chance of recovering from the severe cconemic
cffects that may occur following the realignment
of the installation.

COMMISSIGN RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secrctary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the foree-
structwre plan and final criteria. Therelore, the
Commission recommends the following: realign
Toocle Aty Depot (TEAD) by reducing it to a
depot activity and placing it under the com-
mand and contrel of Red River Army Depot,
TX. Retain conventional ammunition storage and
the chemical demilitarization mission. The
depot workload will move o other depot main
tenanee activities, includimg the privite sector,
The activities of the depot not wssociated with
the remaining mission will be inactivated, tans-
ferred or climinated, as appropriate.
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Command/Control

Fort Belvoir, Virginia

Category: Command and Control
Mission: Administrative Center for ULS. Army
Activitics Located in the National Capital Region.
One-time Cost: $ 11.3 million
Savings: 1994-99: § 491 million
Annual: $ 13.4 million
Pavback: Immediate

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Realign Fort Belveir as follows: disestablish the
Belvoir Rescarch, Development, and Enginecr-
ing Center (BRDEC), Fort Belvoir, VA, Relocate
the Supply, Bridging, Counter Mobility, Water
Purification, and Fuel/Lub.icant Business Areas
to the Tank Awtomaotive Rescarch, Development,
and Ingincering Center (TARDEC), Detroil
Arsenal, ML Transfer command and control
of the Physical Security, Bauleficld Deception,
Electric Power, Remote Mine Detection/Neutral-
ization, Environmental Controls, and Low Cost/
Low Obscrvables Business Arcas 1o the Night

Vision Flectro-Optics Divectorate (NVEOD) of

the Communication and Electronies Rescarch,
Development, and Engineering Center (CERDEQ),
Fort Belvoir, VA.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

In July 1992, the Secretary of the Army requested
the Army Science Board appoint a panel of mem-
bers and consuhants to conduct a review of the
Army Material Command Rescarcly, Develepmen,
and Engineering Center (RDEC) business plans.
Spectfically, the Secretary requested the pancl
determine which RDEC capabilities the Army
can afford. The pancl based its findings on an
objective assessment of the missions, functions,
husiness arcas, core capabilitics, customer needs,
and myajor ficlds of wechnical endeavor of cach
RDEC measured against at least the following
criteria 1o determine which RDEC capabilities
are essential and allordable:

- relevance to the Al'lll)’ customer

avaitability from other sources
- R&D quality

- in-house cost and efficiency

The study identified technical arcas 1o be
cemphasized, deemphasized. or eliminated. Arcas
identificd for chimination are tunnel detection,
materials, marme craft, opographic cquipment,
suppart cquipment, and construction cquipment.
The Avmy scienee Board panel recommended
the closure of the Belvoir RDEC and dispersal
of the business arcas that were not recommended
{or climination.

The relocation of the Supply, Bridging, Counter
Mobility, Water Purification, and Fuel/Lubricam
Business Arcas to TARDEC is consistent with
the conelnsions of the Army Science Board Study
There is a synergy between these functions and
the mission of building military vehieles. For
example, the Biidging arca requires heavy
vehicles such as tanks and heavy mobile logis-
lics 1o move across demountable bridges and
light spans. Supply, Fuel/ Lubricants and Counter
Mobility also complement the mission of
TARDEC. The relocation of the Fuel/Lubricant
business arca as part the DoD Project Refiance
has commenced.

The transter of operational control of the Physi-
cal Security, Battlefield Deception, Flectrie Power,
Remote Mine Detection/Neutralization, Eoviron-
mental Conrols, and Low Cost/Low Observables
Business Arcas from the Belvoir RDIC 1o the
Night Vision Electro-Optics Directorite (NVEOD)
ol the Communication and Electronics Research,
Development, and Engineering Center (CERDEQ),
also located in the same general arca of TFory
Belvoir, supports the sindy recommendations,
while aveiding any additional costs,

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community supported the disestablishiment
of the BRDEC and the climination of the Tunucl
Detection, Materials, and Support Equipment
Business  Arcas. However, tho community
asserted the Marine Cralt, Topographic, and
Construction Equipment Business Aicas were
essential to maitaming the Army’s capabilitics
and readiness and, therefore, should not be elimi-
nated. Accepting this assertion would 1esult in
the retention of 50 personnel authorizations.
The community also maintained the relocation
ol the business arcas from Fort Belvoir 1o
Detroit Arsenal was not cost effective. By trans-
ferring command and control of these business
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areas to TARDEC, but leaving them at Fon
Belvoir, the costs ol moving the personnet and
associated construction costs could be avoided.
This cost avordance would pay for the retention
of the personnel to stall the busimess arcas the
community recommended retaiming,

Addiionally, the communny behieved  the
proposed realigniment cost was $20.2 nliion,
not the $11.3 mithon estimated by the Army.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Connnission lound the Secvetary’s plan for
the disestabhshment of the BRDEC, including
the climination of the Marine Cralt, Construc-
ton Equipment and Topographic Equipment
Business Arcas, was reasonable and would
climinate duplication ol efforts both within the
Army and among the Serviees. The Army would
retain its acquisition capability and would 1ely
on commercial enterprises for the actual develop-
ment of common items.

The Comnmussion also found the Army's long-
wrm l\‘_\‘L‘;ll’('h. gik‘\'(“ll)l)lll(‘lll‘ '.lll(‘l L'llgillk‘(lillg
cHort would be better served by collocation ol
similar activities at Dewroit Arsenad, MIL

The community’s cost estimate appeared 1o
include all new construction. which would
dramancally mcrease DolYs estimate. The DoD
plan was bused onenovaton of currently exist-
ing and vacant facihities at the Detroit Arsenal,

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds that the Secercuary of
Detense did not deviate substanually from the
force-structire plan and linal criteria. Therelore,
the Commission recommiends the following:
realign Port Belvoir as follows: disestablish the
Belvoir Research, Development and Engineering,
Center (BRDECQY, Fort Bebvoir. VAL Eliminate
the Tunne! Detection, Materials, Marine Craft,
Topographic Equipment, Construction Equip-
ment and support Eguipment Business Areas.
Relocate the Supply, Bridging. Counter Mobihty,
Water Purtfication, and Fuel/Lubneant Business
Areas o the Tank Auwtomonve Researeh. Devel-
opment and Fngineering Center (TARDECY,
Detroit Arsenal, M1 Transter command and
control ol the Physical security. Baudelield
Dieception, Electiie Power, Remote Mine Detectioy
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Neutrahzaton. Envirenmental Controls and Low
Cost/Tow Qbservables Business Arcas 1o the Niglht
Viston Electro-Opnics Divectorate (NVEOD) of
the Communication and Electromies Rescarch,
Development and Engineering Center ¢(CERDEQO),
Fort Belvoir, VA,

Professional Schools

Presidio of Monterey/Presidio
of Monterey Annex, California

Cateory: Professional School

Mission: Defense Language Institute Foreign
Language Centes

One-time Cost: § 3.4 milhon

Savings: 1994-99: 5 749 million
Annual: $ 137 milion

Pavback: Tmmediaie

ARMY RECOMMENDATION TO THE
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Close the Presidio of Monterey (POND and the
Presidio of Monterey Annex (part of Fort Ord).
Relocate the Defense Language Institute (DED
and contract the foreign-language training with
a public wversity which must be able to provide
this training at or near Fort Huachuea, AZ. This
recommendation  is contingent upon  the
suceessful negotiation of a contract by October
1994, H agreenment cannot be met, DLT will
reniin at the Presidio of Monterey. The Army
would then reevaluate options which mght Teaa
o another proposal to the 1995 Commission.

The Defense Language Institaie currently has a
stall and student population ol over 4000
personnel. This mstitute offers training in over
20 lanpuages (cog, Russian, Somalic Swahili,
Ukraitiiin). However, it has a high operating
overhead in both factlities and stall. A new
approach to the operation of the Institute should
be considired.

Contracung foreign language traming with an
existing universiy-level institwtion will create
signiticant savings in operational overhead, both
in instructors guany of whom may already be
on statl at a universinyY and in adnonistration.
The high base operations cost at the Presudio of
Monterey would be avoided.
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Fort Huachuea is the home of the Army iatelli-
genee schooll Military inteiligence has the Targest
requirement for linguists in all Services. The
forcign language skill is most often used 1o
interact with allies and beter understand foreign
military capability and intentions. Locating miti-
tary personnel on Fort Huachucea provides
advantages 1o both the soldier and the Army.
First, it enables the Army 1o care for the needs
of the soldiers during their formative waining.
[t ensures “Soldierization™ which s a critical
factor in the development of all military
persennel. Finally, it will enable the Army to
integrate the students into the military intelli-
gence coneept during their training.

Army students in the human intelligenee ficld
are currently assigned to Fort Huachuea at the
end of their foreign language training. Soldiers
can attend the Basic Non-commissioned Officer
Course (BNCOC) and continue with advanced
language training or attend the Advanced Non-
commissioned  Officers  Course  and  then
continue with intermediate language training.
This would save travel and per diem costs,

An agreement ot this kind is not unique. For ex-
ample, the Universuy of Virginia at Charlottesville
is the location of the Judge Advocate General
school and the University ol Syracuse sponsors
the Arimy Comptroller graduate education program.

The Army, as Exccutive Agent for the Defense
Language Program, will ensure that ihe same
high Tevel of training currently taught at DL
will continue. They will continue to serve as
he technical authority and provide qualitative
assessinent of foreign language training activi-
tics. In addition they will also conduct rescarch
and  evaluation  on wtraining  development
methodologics, instructional methodologies
and techniques, computer-based training, com-
puter assisted instruction, and establish or
approve standards or criteria for language
training and provide various tests and evaluation
procedures.

—

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argued movement of the Defense
Language Institute posed a serious threat o
national sccurity during a tumuhuous peried ol
international affairs. Since the Army never
conducted a commercial-activities study before
recommending contract language trainming, the

community argued the recommendation was
illegal. The community argued Fort Thuachuea
had limited water resources, which were in
litigation, insuflicient housing, and other infva-
structure problems.

The community guestioned the University of
Arizona proposal. pointing out no work state-
ment had been provided by the Army. and a
competitive process had not been performed.
The actual cost of the proposal would be much
higher if DLI were replicated by the University.

The community maintained the Presidio ol
Monterey Annex was oversized. Specifically, the
DLI required only 803 housing units on the
Annex, the post exchange and commissary. The
remainder of the Annex could be excessed.
Additionally, the community disputed the base
operations costs {or the Presidio of Mounterey,
arguing a consolidated base operations organi-
zation between the Naval Postgraduate School
and the Delense Language Institute would greatly
reduce costs and ensure the retention of the
DLI at the Presidio of Monterey.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission confirmed the importance of
the DLI to the national intelligence effort. The
DL has the premiere Tanguage training curricu-
lum e the counuy, and the Commission
believed a disruption caused by its movement
would not be in the best interests of national
sceurity. However, the Commission found
the actual return on investment for the recom-
mendation depended on exvraordinary base-
operations costs, caused in Jarge part by an
oversized support facitity av the Presidio of
Monterey Annex (Tort Ord). Tt was apparent
more clficient methods of basc-operations
support were not explored, specifically acon-
solidation with the Naval Postgraduate School
also located in Monterey. In addition, other
alternatives have not been explored, such as a
commercial-activities contract with the local
communitics for basc-operations support.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Seerctary of Delense
deviated substanuaily from the force-structure
plan and final eriterion 4. Theretore, the Com-
mission recommends the following: retain tiw
Presidio of Monterey but dispose of all facilivics

1-11




Chapter 1

at the Presidio of Monterey Annex exeept the
housmg, commissary, chiuld care facility, and post
exchange required 1o support the Presidio of
Monterey and Naval Post Graduate School.
Consolidate basc-operations support with the
Naval Post Graduate School by interservice
support agreement. The Department of Delense
will evaluate whether contracted basc-operations
support will provide savings for the Presidio
of Monterey. The Commission finds  this
recommendation is consistent with the foree-
structure plan and fial eriteria.

Changes to Previously Approved BRAC
88/91 Recommendations

Presidio of San Francisco, California

Category: Compmand and Control

Mission: Coordinates and Provides Basce
Operations Support for Sixth U.s. Arpy

One-time Cost: None

Savings: 1994-99: 5 -35.9 million (Cost)
Annual: $ -6.0 million (CosO

Pavback: Never

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Change the recommendation of the 1988 DoD
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commis-
sion regarding the Dresidio of San Francisco, as
follows: relocate Headquarters, Sixth LS, Army
from Presidio San Trancisco to NASA Ames. CA.
mswad of 1o Fort Carson, CO, as originally
approved by the Detense Sceretary’s BRAC
Commission in 1988,

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The 1988 DoD BRAC Commission recommended
closing the Presidio of San Francisco. As a
result of this closure, the Army identificd Fort
Carsen, CO, as the recever of the oth Army
Headquarters. Since then, the 1991 Base
Closure Commission recommended several
closures and realignments in California thae did
not have the capacity 1o receive functions or
personnel in the 1988 process. During its
capacity analysis, the Army identified available
space at NASA Amues (formerly Naval Air
Staton Mofletd which could aceept the oth Army
Headguarters. As part of its analysis, the Army
determined the nulitary value of retaining the
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headquarters in California is enhanced as it
provides the best available location necessary
Lo exereise the commund and control misston
over all the reserve units within its arca of
responsibility. These reasens are as follow:

() Seventy-five pereent of the reserve units
within Sixth Army’s arca of responsibil-
ity are located on the West Coast;

(h) The principal ports of debarkation
for the West Ceast are Scattle, Oakland,
and Long Beachy;

(Y The West Coast is prime territory for
military assistance 1o civil authoritics.
It is the arca with the highest probability
of natural disaster and is an area where
substantial drug-enforcement missions arce
taking place,

() Timeliness/location is the critical
clement that may separate suceess from
failure.

Additionaliy, recent expericnces with Gperation

Jesert Shield/Pesert Storm, natural disasters, and
civil disturbances have pointed out the need 10
keep the headquarters on the West Coast.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community contended moving 1o NASA
Anies did not achieve any cost savings. Com-
nunity  representatives argued  the annual
operating, costs to locate 6th Army Headquarters
at NASA Ames or the Presidio were similar, The
community also stated the Sivth Army world
have 1o move twice — first into temporary, then
into permanent facilivies — due 1o renovation
requirements at NASA Ames. The requireiment
of two moves provides additional hidden costs.
In addition, the community asserts NASA Ames
did not have avalable family housing on
base, while family housing at the Presidio of
san Trancisco is plentiful. well bult, and cco-
nontical to maintain.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the command and
coutral Sixth ULS. Army coxercises over ity
Reserve Component forees is regional. not site
specitic, encompasses twelve stales, and has not
changed from the 1988 stated mission. The Com-
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and 59 pereent of the Reserve persennel Sinth
LS. Army supervises were Jocated in the three
West Coast states. California contains 38 pereent
of the Reserve wits and 38 percent of the

Reserve personnel. Because of the dispersion of

the Reserve Component units within Sixth U.S.
Army's region, the Commission found commu-
nication and travel capability were the foremost
requiremenis in determining its location.

The 1988 Defense Secretary’s Comumission on
Base Realignment and Closure recommended
the Sixth ULs0 Army move 1o Fort Carson, CO,
to place the headquarters on a multimission
msallation out of a hign-cost arca. The
proposcd change 1o the 1988 DoD BRAC
Cemmission recommeznaation would keep
the sixth U.s. Army in a high cost ares;
however, the Army felt operational necessity
outweighea the increased steady-state cost.
The Army felt staying in California would
enbanee the Sisth Army's abiluy o exercise
command and control of all Reserve units
within its area of responsibility.

The Comnussion found there was very litde
dificrence mthe operativg, costs of staying at
the Presidio or San Francisco or moving 1o NASA
Ames. and cost and turbulence could be avoided
by not moving,

The Commussion found the Sceerctary of the
Intenor supports the sixth VS0 Army remain-
pg at the Presidio of San Francisco as a tenant
of the National Park Service. The Comnission
found the Sccretary o the Interior has siated

the Naoional Parvle Seevice ig n.rn}\'n'g:! to bheoin
negotiations on the terms of a lease arrange-
ment and common support costs. The Secretary
of the Interor also stated the Park Service is
prepared to reach an equitable ieasing arrange-
ment that would be competitive with other
lessars m the area.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commssion [inds the Seeretary of Defense
deviated substanually froms final eriteria 2 and
4. Therclore, the Commission rejects the
Secretary’s recommandation on the Presidio of
San Francisco and instead adopts the following,
recommendation: the 1988 Dol BRAC Coia-
mission recommendation will be changed o
atlow only the sixth Us, Army Headguarters to

remain at the Presidio of San TFrancisco, CA.
The Department of Interior and the Department
of the Army should negotiate a lease favorable
o both depariments for the current facilities
occupied by Sixth U.S. Army Headquarters and
family housing at the Presidio of San Francisco
necessary 1o accemmodate the headquarters
members. I agreement cannot be reached,
the Commission expects the Army to make a
subscquent recomnendation to the 1995 Com-
mission for the relocation of Sixth U.S. Army
Headquarters. The Commission further recom-
mends the Defense Commissary Agency and the
Army and Air Force Exchange System deter-
mine the commissary and exchange requirements
to support Sixth U.S. Army Headquarters based
on sound business decisions. The Commission
finds this recommendation is consistent with
the force-structure plan and final criteria.

Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois

Category: Commodity Oricnied

Mission: Production

One-time Cost: § -44.1 million (Savings)

Savings: 1994-99: % 75.4 million
Annual: $ 1.¢ million

Payback: Immediate

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMLNDATION

Change the recommendation of the 1991
Comuuission regarding Rock Island Arsenal, 11,
as follows: instead of sending the materiel
management functions of ULS. Army Armament,
Munitions, and Chemical Commuand (AMCCOM)

o Redstone Arsenal, AL, as recommended by

the 199] Base Closure Commission, reorganize
these functions under Tank Automotive Com-
mand (TACOM) with the functions remaining
i place at Rock Island Arsenal, 1L,

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Under the Commission’s recommendation in
1991, the matericn management functions for
AMCCOM's armament and chemical functions
were 1o be transferred 1o Redstone Arsenal for
nmierger with ULS. Army Missile Command
(MICOM). The merger would have created a
new commodity command 1o be called the
Missile, Armament, and Chenucal Command
(MACCOM). This merger allowed one national
inventory control poine (NICP) to be eliminated.
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In December 1992, the Commander of Avimy
Matericl Command (AMC) directed the com-
mand’s Core Competency Advocales (Logistics
Poawer Projection, Acquisition Txcellence,
Technology Generation) review the creation
of MACCOM 10 see il there was a mo.v cosl-
cifective option to realign Redstone Arsenal.
These competency advocates recommended
the AMCCOM's maneriel management functions
should remain in place as a subscr of the NICP
al TACOM. A closer alignment exisis between
the armaments and chassis functions than
between armaments and missiles, making the
reorganization under TACOM more henelicial
and cost clfective for the Anmy:

- AMCCOM performs approximaiely
$50 million and 500 work years for
Tank Automotive Command's rescarch
and development effort congpared 1o
only $9 mililon and 90 workycars for
Missile Command.

- AMCCOM receives 329 million {rom
TACOM versus $0.1 million from MICOM
for sustamment.

- AMCCOM and TACOM jointly produce
all tanks, howitzers, and i -7 v vehicles.
AMCCOM and MICOM ¢ intly
produce any weapon syslie

- AMCCOM and TACOM use common
contractors and universitics.

- AMCCOM and TACOM joinly ficld,
manage, and sustin common weapon
syslers,

- AMCCOM and TACOM share conunon
business practices.

- Guns have their fire control sensors and
computers in the vehicle and require
extensive joint integration, as AMCCOM
and TACOM do now. Missiles have their
sensors and fire control in the missile
and wre casier to mount on a vehicle,
as MICOM and TACOM do now.,

The Army belicves the armament/chemieal
materiel naanagement functions can be fully
exceuted from Rock Istand Avsenal without
refocating. There 1w precedence for geographic
dispersion of NICP functions, The US. Com-
muntcations-Electronic Command NICE s
cuirenily performed au three separate sites,

Retention of this activity at Rock Island Arsenal,
as a subordinate clement of the TACOM NICP,
avoids the expense of building new facilities at,
and relocating over 1,000 employcees 1o, Redstone
Arscinal,

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The Huntsville, AL, community belicved the
reasons for moving the armament and chemical
matericl management functions from the Arma-
ment, Munitions, and Chemical Command
(AMCCOM) at Rock island Arsenal, 11, and con-
solidating them with the NICP at Redstone
Arsenal, AL, were just as compelling today as
they were when reconunended by the 1991
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Com-
mission. The Huntsville community claimed the
projecied savings from the 1991 Commission
recommendation were still valid; therefore,
leaving the matericl management functions at
Rock Island Arsenal would not take advantage
of those savings.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found all commodity-oricnted
installations were teated equally. The Comns-
sion determined the compelling argument
for the redireet ol the 1991 Commisston recom-
mendation was duce 1o operatenal considerations
and the U.S) Army Materiel Command (AMC)
analysis that found that the materiel manage-
ment functions were more closely aligned with
the Tank Awomotive Command (TACOM).
The Commission found the consohidation of
inventory control points would yield cost effi-
ciencics for both the 1991 Commission recom-
mendation and the 1993 Seorciary ol Defense
recommendation and were, therefore, not a
factor, However, the Commssion found imple-
menting this recommendation would avoid
approximately $70 mitlion in military construe-
tior and personnel moving costs while incurnring,
no additional costs.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission Imds the Secrctary of Defense
did not deviawe substantially Tvom the joree-
structure plan and final criteria. Therelore, the
Commission recommends the fotlowing: instead
ol sending the matenel management functions
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of U.s. Army Armament, Munitions and Chemical
Command (AMCCOM) 1o Redstone Arscnal, AL,
as recommended by the 199] Base Closure Com-
mission, reorganize these functions under Tank
Auwtomotive Command (TACOM) wiih the func-
tions remaining in place at Rock Island Arsenal, 1L,

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Shipyards

Charleston Naval Shipyard,
South Carolina

Catcgory: Naval Shipyard
Mission: Repair, Maintenance,
and Overhaul of Navy Ships
One-time Cost; $ 125.5 million
Savings: 1994-99: % 348.4 million
Annual: $ 90.9 million
Puyback: 3 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close the Naval Shipyard (NSY) Charlesion.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

NSY Charleston’s capacity is excess to that
required to support the number of ships in the
DoD Torce Structure Plan. An analysis of naval
shipyard capacity was perforned witli a goal of
reducing excess capacity to the maximum
extene possible while maintaining the overail
military value of the remaining shipyards. The
closure of NSY Charleston, when combimed with
the recommended closure of NSY Mare Island,
California, results in the maximum reduction
ol excess capacity, and its workload can readily
be absorbed by the remaining yards. The climi-
nation of another shipyard performing nuclear
work would reduce this capability helow
the minimwin capacity required o support this
critical arca. The closure of NSY Charleston, in
combination with Mare Island NSY, allows the
climinatton of a greater amount ol excess
capacity while maintaining the overall value of
the remaining shipyards at a higher military value
level than that of the cwrrent contiguration
of shipyards. Other options cither reduced
capacity below that required to support the
approved doree levels, climinated  specilic

capabilities needed 10 support mission require-
ments or resulted in a lower military value for
this group ol activities.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community’s conicerns centered on Charleston
Naval Shipyard's military value ranking by
the Navy. It pointed out that Charleston
ranked higher in military value than did NSY
Portsmouth and NSY Pearl Harbor. Morcover,
the community argued that the Navy underesti-
mated NSY Charleston’s military value hecause
it failed te consider Charleston’s ability to
dry-dock four SSN-688 class submarines and
its ability to perform oft-site, shori-duration work
on nuclear ships. The community also criticized
the Navy's capacity analysis. It believed the Navy's
analysis did not accuraicly reflect Charleston's
nuclear capacity.

Furthermore, the Charleston community main-
tained the Navy did not consistendy seck o
maximize military value and minimize excess
capacity. Tor example, the community argued
that closing Mare Island and Norfolk Naval
Shipyards would lcave military value unchanged,
but would Jeave less c¢xcess capacity than
would be left by the closures of Mare Island
and Charleston Naval Shipyards. In another
scenario, the community stated that closing
Mare Island and Porismouth Naval Shipyards
would yicld a higher military value than that
produced by the closures of Mare Island and
Charleston Naval Shipyards.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission. in view of the considerable
excess of shipyard capacity, found that reducing
CXCESS capacily was a primary consideration. In
hight of the subjective natwre of the military
value determination, the Commission chose 1o
view the military value presented by the Navy
as a gross, rather than a precise, discriminator.
As such, the Commission sought to climinate
as much excess capacity as possibie.

The measurement of shipyard capacity is not
an exact science, nor 1s it an casy task. The
Commission reviewed a number ol pi - shipyard
capacity studics and determined that e capacity
study submitted by the Navy for base closure
was an acceptable indiciior of shipyard capacity.
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission linds the Secrerary of Defense
deviated substantially from criterion 1. Therefore,
the Commission rejects the Secrctary of Delense’s
recommendation on Charleston and recommends
the following: close Naval Shipyard Charleston,
but maintain the option for the 1993 Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission later
to recommend retention of Charleston Naval
Shipyard facilities deemed necessary to establish
or support Naval commands that are retained,
realigned 1o, or relocated to Charleston, South
Carolina. The Commission finds this recommen-
dation is consistent with the force-structure plan
and final criteria.

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, California

Categery: Naval Shipyard

Mission: Repair, Maintenance, and Overhaul
of Navy Ships

Onc-time Cost: $ 397.8 wmillion

Savings: 1994-99: $ 544.3 million
Annual- $ 200.7 million

L JIED S N 1.,
Fuypder. 4 years

SECRETARY Oi- DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close the Mare Island Naval Shipyard (NSY).
Relocate the Combat Systems Technical Schools
Command activity to Dam Neck, Virginia.
Refocate one submarine to the Naval Subma-
rine Base, Bangor, Washington. Family housing
located at Mare Island NSY will be retained as
necessary to support Naval Weapons Station
concord.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The capacity of the Mare Tsland NSY is excess
to that required to support the redneed number
of ships 1ellected in the DoD Force Structure
Plan. An analysis of naval shipyard capacity was
performed with a goal of reducing excess
capacity to the maximum extent possible while
maintaining the overall mitiary value ol the
remaining shipyards. Mare Island has the
lowest military value ol those  shipyards
supporting the Pacilic Fleer, and its workload
can be readily absorbed by the vemaining yards
which possess higher military  value. The
closure of Mare Ishind NSY, in combination
with the Charleston NSY, allows the elimination
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ol a greatcr amount of cxcess capacity while
maintaining the overall value of the remaining
shipyards at a higher military value level than
that of the current configuration of shipyards.
Othier options cither reduced capacity below that
required to support the approved force levels,
climinated specilic capabilities needed 1o
support mission requirements or resulied in a
lower military value for this group of activities.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community claimed the Navy's military value
calculation did not consider Mare Island’s unique
capabilitics. For example, the community stated
Mare Island had the Navy's only submanne
construction capability and the only auack
submarine refucling capability on the West Coast.
The community felt the Navy's data call on
capacity was confusing; it belicved the data
call may have overstated Mare Island’s capacity
relative to those of other shipyards. The com-
munity also said the Navy credited the Long
Beach Naval Shipyard with a nuclear ship repair
capability that #t does not have. Consequently,
the community argued Mare Island should
have been ranked third, not seventh, in the Navy's
shipyard category.

The community also argued the cost and impact
of moving Marc Island’s ocean enginecring
capability was not adequately addressed by the
Navy. It stated that Mare Island has unique
nuclear cleanup costs that witl only be required
il the base is closed.

The Commission, in view of the considerable
excess of shipyard capacity, found that reducing
CXCeSs capacity was a primary consideration, In
light of the subjective nature of the military
value determination. the Commission chose to
vicw the military value presented by the Navy
as a gross, rather than a precise, discriminator.
As such, the Commission sought to eliminate
as much excess capacity as possible.

The measurerment of shipyard capacity is not
an exact scicnee, nor is it an casy task. The
Commission reviewed a number of past ship-
yard capaciy stuchies and determined that the
capacity study submitted by the Navy for
base closure was an acceptable indicator of
shipyard capacity.
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When relocating a function from a closing
shipyard, the Navy should determine the avail-
ability of the required capability from another
DoD cntity or the private sector prior to the
expenditure of resources to recreate the capa-
bility at another shipyard.

The Department of Defense and the United States
government bear the obligation for all environ-
mental restoraiion costs, regardless of whether
a military installation is closed and therefore,
should not be considered as part of the costs 1o
close a base.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS

The Commission {inds the Sccretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria, and therefore,
the Commission recommends the following: close
Mare Island Naval Shipyard (NSY). Relocate the
Combat Systems Technical Schools Command
activity to Dam Neck, Virginia. Relocate one
submarine to the Naval Submarine Basc, Bangor,
Washington. Family housing located at Mare
Island NSY will be retained as necessary to
support Naval Weapons Station Concord.

Operational Air Stations

Marine Corps Air Station
El Toro, California

Catcgory: Operational Air Station

Mission: Support Aviation Operations

One-time Cost: $ 897.6 miilion

Savings: 1994-99: $ 549.¢ million
Annual: $ 148.5 million

Payback: 4 ycars

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro,
California. Relocate its aireraft along with their
dedicated personnel, equipment and support to
Naval Air Station (NAS) Miramar, California and
MCAS Camp Pendleton, California.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Naval and Marine air wings are projected to be
reduced consistent with fleet requirements in
the Do Force Structure Plan, creating an
exeess in air station capacity. MCAS El Toro is
recommended for closurs since, of the jet bases

supporting the Pacific Fleet, it has the lowest
military value, has no expansion possibilities, is
the subject of serious encroachment and land
use problems, and has many of its training
evolutions conducted over private property.
The redistribution of aviation assets allows the
relocation of Marine Corps fixed wing and
helicopter assets to the NAS Miramar, in a manner
which both eliminates excess capacity and avoids
the construction of a new aviation facility at
Marine Corps Air-Ground Combat Center, 29
Palms, California. In an associated action the
squadrons and related activities at NAS Miramar
will move to NAS lLemoore in order to make
room for the relocaticn of the MCAS El Toro
squadrons. This closure results in a new con-
figuration of Naval and Marine Corps air
stations having an increased average military
value when compared to the current mix of
air stations in the Pacific Fleet. Finally the
Department of the Navy will dispose of the land
and facilities at MCAS El Toro and any proceeds
will be used to defray base closure expenses.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community expressed concern the closure
of MCAS Ll Tore would have a significantly
adverse economic impact on an area already
affected by other defense cutbacks. 1t also
argucd that the Navy’s military value ranking of
MCAS El Toro was too tow and that the rank-
ing did not reflect the quality performance
of the units from El Toro. The community
suggested alternatives to the closure of El Toro;
it stated that NAS Miramar would be a more
appropriate candidate for closure because
NAS Miramar had older facilities wnd less
housing than did MCAS El Toro. The com-
munity argued that the Navy greatly overstated
Miramar's expansion capability citing that
Miramar had environmental constraints on any
further development.

The Twentynine Palms community also suggested
that the Coemmission reconsider its 1991
recommendation to close MCAS Tustin and its
1993 recommendation to redirect rotary wing
aircraft from Marine Corps Air-Ground Combat
Center Twentynine Palms 1o NAS Miramar. The
community maintained that those recommen-
dations would cause overwhelning operational
problems because they would place both rotary
and fixed wing aircrafi av NAS Miramar.
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The Tustin co nmunity did not want the Com-
mission o reconsider its 1991 recommendation
1o close MCAS Tustin; it wanted the 199
Commission’s 2lesure decision to remain intact.
The Tusturi community had alrcady nvested
substantially r a base reuse program. It did
not want 1o abandon its two-ycar investment of
ctlort and mouey in the scuse plan. The Tustin
community also believed better alternatives
existed o refocate Marine Corps helicopters
withowt retainisg MCAS Tustin. Specifically,
it propoused: keeping MCAS El Toro open and
adding th: MCAS Kancohe Bay fixed wing
mission there; closing NAS Miramar and relo-
cating its units per the Secrciary of Defense’s
recommendations. It asserted this proposal would
cnhance operational readiness and still allow
the community 10 pursue its reuse plan. The Tustin
cominunity also contended the Commission’s
decision to reconsider its 1991 recommendation
would encourage other comnmunities Lo ignore
the finality of the Commission's acticns and would
ercourage communitics to resist closures long
after the final vote of the Commiission.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found air and ground encroach-
ment at MCAS Ll Toro precluded future
mission growth or force structure changes, and
current mission requircmants cause operations
to be conducted over privite proveity. It also
found that force-structurs 1eductions have
created excess capacity at the Navy end Marine
Corps west coast air stations. Relocation ol fixed
and rotary wing airerafl 1o NAS Micourar places
these assets at a base that is relatively fice
of future encreacoment, clinvinotes exeess
copacity, and integrated cperations can be
safely accomplished througis cucefui base and
flight operations pf 1 7o The Commission
found relocation 1o Abamar 1o be opera-
tionally advantageous aoe 12 Jose preximity to
the Marine division at Cainp Penaleters, where
a signilicant perceitage of critival weinmg is
conducted.

The Commission also found o =il Gent number
of acres were available at MNAS Miixmar to
accemmodate the aireraft, perssonnel, and
support equipment fromy MCAS Tustin in spite
of cnvironmental constraints on development.
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While arcas expected to be affected by neces-
sary expansion included critical habitats,
none were located in quantitics sullicient to
preclude anticipated necessary expansion. It
further found that acreage expected 10 be
developed for the placement of KC-130s was
constrained such that ecither adjustment to
development plans or relocation o MCAS
Yuma, Arizona, was required.

The Sccretary of Defense suggested a revision
to his orginal March 1993 recommendation.
The Commmission found the revised proposal had
a higher military value and resulted in increased
savings and should be adopted.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially {rom criteria 1, 2, and
3. Therefore, the Commission recommends the
following: ciose Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS)
El Toro, California. Relocate its aircraft along
with their dedicated personnel, equipment and
supporl o other naval air stations, primanily,
Naval Air Station (NAS) Miramar, Calilornia,
and MCAS Camp Pendleton, California. In
associated action, the squadrons and related
activities al NAS Miramar will move 1o other
naval air stations, primarily NAS Lemoore and
NAS Fallon ip order to make room for the
rclocation of the MCAS El Toro squadrons.
Relocate Marine Corps Reserve Center to NAS
Miramar. Additicnally, change the recommen-
dation of the 1991 Commission, which was to
close MCAS Tustin and relecate its helicopter
assets 1o Marme Corps A Ground Combat Center
at Twentynine Palms, California, as follows:
relocate MCAS Tustin helicopter asscts to NAS
North Island, NAS Miramar, or MCAS Camp
Pendlcton, California. The Commission finds
this recommendadon is consistent with the
force-structure plan and final criteria,

Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Hawaii

Category: Operational Air Station
Mission: Support Naval Aviation Operations
Onc-time Cost: $ 897.6 million
Savings: 1994-99: % 349.9 million
Anpual: $ 148.5 million
Payback: 4 years
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Closc the Naval Air Station (NAS) SBarbers Point
and relocate its aireraft along with their dedicated
personnel, cquipment and support to Marine
Corps Air Station (MCAS), Kancohe Bay, Hawaii
and NAS Whidbcy Island, Washington, Retain the
family housing as needed for multi-service use.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The NAS Barbers Point is recommended lor
closure because its capacity is excess to that
required to support the reduced force levels
contained in the DoD Force Structure Plan. The
analysis of required capacity supports only one
naval air station in Hawaii. NAS Barbers Point
has a lower military value tha., MCAS Kaneohe
Bay and its assets can be readily redistributed
to other existing air stations. By maintaining
operations at the MCAS, Karcohe Bay, we
retained the additional capacity that air station
provides in supporting ground forces. With the
uncertaintics posed in overseas basing MCAS
Kaneohe Bay provides the flexibility 1o support
future mihtary operations for both Navy and
Marine Corps and is of greater military value.
In an associated move the -8 and Cli-46
squadions at MCAS Kaneshe Bay will move to
NAS Miramar to facilitate the vlocation of the
NAS Barbers Point squadrens. Finally the
Departivent of the No vy will dispose of the land
and facilitics at NAS Barbers Poirt and any
proceeds will be used to defray hase closure
CXPECNSCS.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The State of Hawaii supports the closure of NAS
Barbers Point because it is interested m reusing
the land currently occupied by the Navy.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found retention of the Naval
Air Reserve Center, in view of foree structure
reductions, was not consistent with opcmlion;xl
requirements. Tt also found these reductions
imdicaic the need for only onc majo. Naval Air
Station in Hawaii, and that MCAS Kancohe Bay,
with significantly higher military value and no
ground-cncroachment problems, was clearly the
base warranting retention. The Commission found

that relocarion of many of the Marine Corps air
asscts at Kaneohe Bay which were planuned for
relocation to other air stations, was required to
make room for the aviation asscts from NAS
Barbers Point.

The Secretary of Defense suggested a revision
to his original March 1993 recommendation.
The Commission found the revised proposal had
a higher military value and should be adopted.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission {inds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from the forece-structure
plan and critervia 1 and 2. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: Close
Naval Air Station (NAS) Barbers Pomt and
relocate its aircraft along with their dedicated
personnel and cquipment support to other
naval air stations, including Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS), Kancohe Bay, Hawaii, and NAS
Whidbey Island, Washington. Disestablish the
Naval Air Reserve Center. Retain the family
housing as necded for mialti-service use. The
Commission finds this recommendation is
consistent with the force-structure pian and
final criteria.

Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Florida

Category: Operational Air Station

Mission: Support Naval Aviation Operations

One-time Cost: $ 312.1 million

Savings: 199-4-99: $ -189.1 million (Cost)
Annual: $ 48.9 million

Payback: 13 years

SECRETARY Of DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close Naval Air Station, Cecil Field and relo-
cate its aireraft along with dedicated personnel,
cquipment and support to Marine Coips Air
Station, Cherry Point, North Caroling; Naval Air
Station, Oceana, Virginia, and Marine Corps Air
Station, Beaufort, South Carolina. Disposition
of major tenants is as follows: Maiine Corps
Sccurity Force Company relocates to MCAS
Cherry Point; Aviation Intermediate Maintenance
Department relocates to MCAS Cherry Poing;
Air Maintenance Training Group Detachment,
Fleet Aviation Suppert Office Training Group
Atlantic, and Sea Operations Detachment relo-
cate to MCAS Cherry Point and NAS Oceana.
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Carrivr air wings will be reduced consistent with
fleet requirements in the Do Foree Structure
Plan, creating an exeess in air station capacity.
Reducing this excess capacity is complicated by
the requirement to “bed down™ different mixes
ol aircraft at various air stations. In making thesc
choices, the outlook for environmental and
land use issues was signilicantly important. In
making the determination for reductions at air
stations supporting the Atlantic Flect, NAS Cecil
Field was selected for closure because it repre-
sented the greatest amount of excess capacity
which could be eliminated with asscts most
readily redistributed to recciving air stations.
The preponderance of aireraft to be redistributed
from NAS Cecil Field were F/A-18s which were
relocated 1o two MCAS on the East Coast, Beaufort
and Cherry Point. These air stations both had
a higher military value than NAS Cecil Field,
alleviated concerns with regard o future
environmental and land use problems and
dovetail with the recent determination for joint
milicary operattons of Navy and Mariae Coips
aircralt from carrier decks Some NAS Cecil Field
asscts are relocating ta NAS Occana, an air
station with a lower military value, because NAS
Ocecana is the only F-14 air station supporting
the Atlantic Fleet and had to be retained to
support military operations of these aircraft. Its
excess capacity was mercely atilized to absorb
the remaining aireraft from NAS Cecil Field.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community claimed the Navy's recommen-
dation was flawed because it understated the
military value of NAS Cecil Field and overstaied
the savings associated with closing NAS Cecil
Ficld. The community argued closing NAS Cecil
Field and relocating its aircreft 1o MCAS
Beaufort, MCAS Cherry Point and NAS Uceana
would be more expensive than leaving NAS Cecil
Field open. The community focused on Cecil
Ficld's greater expansion capability. 1t stated Cecil
Field, unlike Cherry Point, Beaufort, and Occana,
did not have encroachment problems; further-
more, the community ol Jacksonville adopted a
Land-Usc Comprehensive Plan which strictly
hmited the amount of development arcund
Cecil Field. The community also argued MCAS
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Beaufort and MCAS Cherry Point had significant
wetlands contained within their installavions
which limited the expansion of runways. It
cmphasized construction on wetlands would
require the Navy 1o create new wetlands 1o ofl-
set the loss of sensitive environmental land and
the ratio of wetlands use was lower at NAS Cecil
Field than at cither Beaufort or Cherry Point.

The community also claimed operating costs
would be lower at NAS Cecil Field than at the
other air stations because Cecil Field was the
closest to its training areas. The community stated
the Navy should have considered these factors
when assigning its military value ranking to Cecil
Ficld and had the Navy done so, it would have
scen that Cecil Field ranked far above Oceana,
Beaufort and Cherry Point.

‘COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found significant excess capacity
existed at NAS Cecil Ficld. The Commission
also found current and potenual future air
encroachment at NAS Cecil Field were over-
stated by the Navy. The Commission also found
other cast coast air stations had higher priority
missions, and NAS Cecil Field was not close
enough to the Marine Corps Division at Marine
Corps Base Camp Lejeune, NC to suppeort
Marine Corps air assels.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission {inds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially frem the force-
siructure p];m and final eviteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: Close
Naval Air Stavon, Cecil Field and relocate its
aircraft along with dedicated personnel, equip-
ment and support to Marine Corps Air Station,
Cherry Point, North Carolina; Naval Air Station,
Occana, Virginia, and Marine Corps Air Station,
Beaufort, South Carolina. Disposition of major
tenants is as follows: Marine Corps Security Force
Company relocates to MCAS Chorry Point;
Aviation Intermediate Maintenance Department
relocates 1o MCAS Cherry Point, Air Mainte-
nance Training Group Detachment, Fleet Aviation
Support Office Training Group Atlantic, and Sea
QOperations Detachment relocate to MCAS Cherry
Point and NAS Oceana.
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Naval Air Station Agana, Guam

Category: Opcrational Air Station
Mission: Support Ngval Aviation Operations
One-time Cost: $ 123.5 million
Savings: 1994-99: § 51.4 million
Annual: $ 21.3 million
Payback: 11 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

None. The Commission added this military
installation to the list of installations recom-
mended for closure or realignment.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community urged the Commission to
reccommend the closure of NAS Agana. The
community stated that it wanted to reuse the
facilitics at NAS Agana to expand its civilian
airport. The community asserted NAS Agana is
very low in military value; it argued the few
activities performed ai NAS Agana could be
moved into existing facilities at Andersen Air
Force Base, and the cost of relocation would be
far less than the $229 million estimated by GAO.
The community contended the payback period
for the closure of NAS Agana would be between
three and ten years.

COMMI!SSION FINDINGS

The Commission found excess land and opera-
tions, maintenance, and administrative capacity
exisied at Andersen AFB to allow consolidation
of the mission, personncl, aiveralt, and suppont
cquipment of NAS Agana at Andersen AFB.
The Commission found the consolidation was
economically feasible and due to the climination
of duplicate base operating and administratve
costs, the closure would be paid back in 11
years. Housing at NAS Agana supports Navy
commands throughout Guam. The Commission
also found if this housing were retained at NAS
Agana, it would not be necessary to build
replacement bachelor or family housing in he
area of or on Andersen AFB because the two
bases are only 15 miles apart.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from the force structure
plan and f{inal criteria 2 and 3. Therelore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
Naval Air Station (NAS) Agana. Move aireraft,
personnel, and associated equipment to Andersen
ATB, Guam. Retain housing at NAS Agana
necessary to support Navy personnel who have
relocated to Andersen AFB. The Commission
finds this recommendation is consistent with
the force structure plan and final criteria.

Naval Air Facility, Midway Island

Category: Operational Air Station
Mission: Support Naval Aviation Operations
Onc-time Cost: $ 2.1 million
Savings: 1994-99: $ 32.9 million
Annual: $ 6.6 million
Payback: 2 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close Navail Al Facility Midway Island.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE jUSTIFICATION

The 1991 Commission Report, pages 3-19, recom-
mended the elimination of the mission at NAF
Midway Island and its continued operation
under a caretaker status. Based on the DoD Force
Structure Plan, its capacity is excess o that needed
to support forces in its geographic arca. There
is no operational need for this air facility to
remain in the inventory cven in a carctaker
status. Therefore, the Navy recommends that
NAF Midway be closed and appropriate
disposal action taken,

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the
community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found no operational reason
to maintain this facility, even in a caretaker status.

1-21




Chapter 1

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission tinds the Seerctary of Defense
did not deviare substantially from the force-
streettre plan and iinal criteria. Therelore, the
Commission recommends the following: Close
Naval Air Facility Midway Island.

Training Air Stations

Naval Air Station Memphis, Tennessee
Category: Training Air Station
Mission: Aviation Maintenance and
Opcrations Training
Cost to Realign: $ 240 million
Savings: 1994-99: § -75.9 million (Cost)
Annual: $ 49.7 million
Payback: 10 ycars

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Realign Naval Air Station (NAS) Mcmphis by
werminating the flying mission and relocating
its reserve squadrons to Carswell ATB, Texas.
Relocote the Naval Air Technical Training
Center to NAS Pensacola, Florida, The Burcau
of Naval Personnel, currently in Washingion, 12.C.
will be relocated to NAS Memphis as part of
a separate recommendation.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Naval aviator requirements are decreasing as a
restlt of carrier air wing and tleet reductions
consistent with the Do Force Structure Plan,
The NAS Mewmphis capacity is excess 1o that
required 1o train the number of student aviators
required o mecet fleet needs. The Navy analyzed
its training air stations with a goal of reducing
exeess capacity to the maximun extent consistent
with the decreasing throughput of students.
Any remaining mix of air stations needed, at a
minimunt, to maintain the overall mititary valhie
of the remaining bases, while allowing conuinu-
ance of key mission requirciments and maximized
cfliciency. These factors included availability of
training airspace, outlying ficlds and aceess o
over-waler training. The inland locaiion of NAS
Memphis and lack of training airspace make it
a primary candidate for closure. Tts realignment
combined with the recommended closure of NAS
Meridian, Mississippi, reduces excess capacity
winle allowing consolidation of naval air
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training around the two air stations with the
highest military value. The resulting configura-
tion increases the average military value of the
remaining training air stations and maximizes
clficiency through restructuring around the two
hubs, thus increasing the cffectiveness of aviation
training. Relocation of the Naval Air Technical
Training Center {itls excess capacity crcated by
the closure of the Naval Aviation Depot and
the Naval Supply Center at NAS Pensacola.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community stressed NAS Memphis was
improperly evaluated as a training air station.
The NAS Memphis primary mission is enlisted
aviation technical wraining; pilot training has
not been conducted for over three decades.
Morcover, NAS Mcemphis was cvaluated using
military-value criteria which do not address
the mstallation’s main training function. The
community also stated the amount of military
construction required o relocate the Naval Air
Technical Training Command to Pensacola would
be double the Navy estimate. The community
alsa offered nine alternatives that would save
money by moving adduional functions to
NAS Mcemphis in licu of the recommended
movement out of NAS Memphis.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the Sccretary’s realign-
ment recommendation was consistent with the
force-structure plan. The Commission found that,
although the decision to realign NAS Memphis

vas initially sremised on
YO piiuat \ IRARNEEE NSRS )

Nphis &5 q raining
air station, other factors justified the decision.
These factors included the reduction ol excess
training capacity by relocating Navai Air Tech-
nical Training Command, Memphis, to NAS
Pensacola, the achievement of ccononnes of
personnel and support through the consolida-
tion of enlisted and officer aviation training at
NAS Pensacola, and the consolidation of reseive
air assets at Carswell Air Foree Base. In addition,
the Commission found significant cost savings
could be achieved within a reasonable payback
peried even if military construction costs proved
to be greater than the Navy's original esumate.
The Commission turther found that consoli-
dation of the Reserve aiv assets and Reserve
Aviation Squadrons would realize cconomics
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in management and trainiag. By relocating these
units to Carswell, they would be closer 1o
operational arcas and could capitalize on these
in integrating training with operatienal units.
In addition, the Commission {found that the
central location of Carswell would enhance
Reserve contributory support to Navy Airlift.

The Secretary of Defense suggested a revision
10 Mirch 1993 recommendation. The Commission
found the revised proposal had higher military
value and should be adopred.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commiission finds the Sceretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 1 and
3. Therefore, the Commission recommends the
following: realign Naval Air Station, Mcemphis,
by terminating the flying mission and relocating
its reserve squadrons 1o Carswell, Texas.
Disestablish the Naval Air Reserve Center, and
relocate the Marine Corps (Wing) Reserve Center,
Millingion, to Carswell. Relocate the Naval Air
Technical Training Center 1o NAS Pensacola,
Florida. The Commission {inds this recommen-
dation is consistent with the force-structure plan
and final criteria.
Naval Air Station Meridian, Mississippi
Category: Training Air Station
Mission; Jet Pilot Training
Once-time Cost: N/A
Savings: 1994-99: N/A

Annual: N/A
Payback: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATICON

Close Naval Air Station (NAS) Meridian. Relocate
advanced surike training 1o Naval A Station
Kingsville, Texas. Relocate intermediaie strike
training and Naval Technical Training Center
Lo NAS Pensacols, Florida.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Projected reductions contained in the Depart-
ment of Delense Foree Structure Plan require
a substantial decrease in training air station
capacity. When considering air space and

facilitics of all types of support aviation train-
ing, there is about twice the capacity required
to perform the mission. The training conducted
at the Naval Air Station, Meridian can be consoli-
dated with similar training at the Naval Air
Station, Kingsville and the Naval Air Station,
Pensacola. This results in an cconomy and
cfiiciency of operations which enhances the
military value of the training and places train-
ing aireraft in proximity to over-water air space
and potential berthing sites for carriers being
used in training cvolutions. Currently, lor
example, pilots taining in Meridian fly to the
Naval Air Station, Pensacola in order to do carrier
landing training. The closure of Meridian and
the accompanying closure of the Naval Air
Station, Memphis, result in centralized aviation
training functions at bases with a higher average
military value than that possessed by the train-
ing aiv stations before closure. Both the Naval
Air Station, Kingsville and the Naval Air Station,
Pensacola have higher military value than the
Naval Air Station, Meridian. The consolidation
ol the Naval Technical Training Center with its
parent command, the Chief of Naval Education
and Training, will provide for improvement in
the management and cfficiencey of the training
establishiment and enhance its military value 1o
the Navy,

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community claimed the Navy's military value
ranking of NAS Meridian was oo low. Tt argued
Naval training requires primarily “over-ground”
airspace, but the Navy's military value matri:
was heavily weighted for “over-water™ airspace.
Since Meridian has considerable “over-ground”
airspace but no “over-water” airspace, its military
value ranking was unfairly diminished. The com-
munity also argued the Navy's training plan failed
10 provide enough capacity to accomphish needed
strike training and NAS Meridian was essential
to meet the requirement. The community believed
the Navy's inclusion of bases into “complexes”
was improper because it resulied ina failure to
consider alternative scenarios for reducing exeess
capacity. The community believed greater cost
savings would be achieved by closing other air
stations with greater excess capacity and lower
military value.
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COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found excess capacity existed
in Naval Pilot Traming, but it did not exist in
Naval Surike Pilot Traiming. The Commiission
found a sccond full-strike training basce was
requured to accommodate the current and future
pilot training rate (PTR). The Commission
further found military censtruction for the 7-45,
the Navy's new intermediate and advanced strike
training aircraft, which is complete at NAS
Kingsville and has begun at NAS Meridian. is
required at two sites 1o support {uture pilot training,

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Seeretary of Dcl‘cn%c
deviated substantially from criteria 1, 2, and
3. Therefore, the Commission recommends
the following: Naval Air Station, Meridian
will remain open. The Commission finds this
recommendation is consistent with the force-
structure plan and final criteria.

Keserve Air Stations

Naval Air Facility Detroit, Michigan
Category: Reserve Air Station

Mission: Suppoit for Reserve Units

Once-time Cost: § 11.6 million

Savings: 1994-99: % 44.8 million

Annual: $ 10.3 million
Puyback: Immediate

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

MUO/T/MARARMIINITY A T'll_\\'l
INL O IV VAL INLZ M LAY

Close Naval Air Facility (NAF), Detroit and
relocate its aiteralt and associated personnel,
cquipment and suppaort to the Naval Air Station
Jacksonville, Florida and Carswell Air Forcee Base,
Fort Worth, TX. The M. Clemons, Michigan
Marine Corps Reserve Center will relocate to
the Marine Corps Reserve Center, Twin Citices,
Minnesota.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Naval air forces are being reduced consistent
with fleet reductions in the DoD Force Structure
Plan. Projecied force levels reflected for both
active and reserve aviation elements leave the
Department with significant excess capacity in
the reserve air station category. Given the greater
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operational activity ol active air stations, the
decision to rely on reserve aviation clements in
support of active operating forces places a high
military value on locating reserve aviation
clements on active operating air bases to the
extent possible. Closure of NAF Detroit will elimi-
nate cxeess capacity at the reserve air base with
the lTowest military value and allow relocation
of most of its asscts to the major P-3 active
force base at NAS Jacksonville. In wrriving at
the recommendation to close NAF Detroit. a
specific analysis was conducted to ensure that
there was demographic support for purposes of
force recruiting in the arcas to which the

reserve o reraft are being relocated.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argued the recession and high
local unemployment rates compounded with the
loss of income generated by both active duty
and reserve personnel in the local economy
totaled $30 million. In addition, the local
community council integrated NAF Detroit
personnel 1o such an extent that many com-
munity youth services (i.c. youth sport leagues,
Special Olympics) would sulfer a negative impact.
The community concern suggested that the
relocation of the Medical and Dental Clinics
would leave the Midwest devoid ol Aviation
Medical Assets to provide Navy Flight Physicals
for Reserve Officer Training Programs and the
Navy Recruiting District offices assigned to
recruit aviation personnel in the Midwest. In
addition, the community expressed concern
regarding the disposition of other tenant
commands, including the Personnel Support
Detachment and the Personrel Support Detach-
ment, Cleveland, Qhio. Reserve representatives
Cxprcsscd concern about the loss of qualified
reservists with a resulting loss of readiness, and
they projected it would take cighteen 1o sixty
months Lo reconstitute reserve squadrons and
restote eadiness at the projected receiver sites.

The Michigan Air National Guard, the local
communities, and the Detroit Wayne County
Metropolitan Airport were all opposed to joint
use of Sellvidge ANG as an air passenger
terminal. 1t stated the base infrastineture and
local heavy industry would not support a
civilian air cargo operation. Finally, representa-
tives questioned the accuracy of the Navy's cost
and savings analysis.
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COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found demographics at receiver
locations would effectively support the manning
of the reserve squadrons and would place them
closer o operating arcas. The Commussion also
found some inconsistencies in COBRA data
regarding $5.7 million in required military
construction costs prior 1o closure. However,
this cost did not significantly affect savings. in
addition, tenant activities were not specificaltly
addressed in the Scecretary’s recommendation,
However, these activities were all below threshold,
and parent commands could designate recciver
sites. Finally, the Commission found closure
of NAF Detroit significantly reduced excess
capacity in Reserve Naval Air Stations. This facility
was rated lowest in military value, so consoli-
dation of its assets at reeeiver sites resalted in
an overall improvement in military value.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviaie substantially {from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
Naval Air Facility (NAF), Detroii and relocate
its aircraft and associated personnel, equipment
and support to the Naval Air Station Jacksonville,
Florida or Naval Air Station South Weymouth,
Massachusctis and Carswell Air Force Base, Fort
Worth, TX. The Mt. Clemons, Michigan Marine
Corps Reserve Center will relocate to the Marine
Corps Reserve Cenier, Twin Citics, Minnesota.

Naval Air Facility Martinsburg,
West Virginia

Cuategory: Rescrve Air Station

Mission: Support for Reserve Units

One-time Cost: $27.1 miilion

Savings: 1994-99: $70.2 million
Annual: $13.1 million

Payback: Immediate

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

None. The Commission added this military
installation to the list of instaliations recom-
mended for closure or realignment.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community asserted that a 1986 Center
for Naval Analysis (CNA) Study identihed
Martinsburg as one of four sites for location
of Naval Mediwm/Heavy Airlift (C-130) Squad-
rons (the others listed were NAS Glenview,
NAS New Orleans, and NAS Point Maguw). It also
indicated that Martinsburg would be more cost
efficient to operate both because the Navy would
be a tenant of the Air National Guard, and
because of the relative low cost-of-living index
when compared with other locations. Additionally,
it stated that curient experience with reserve
recruiting and retention in the Air National Guard
was indicative of a rich demographic environ-
ment that would successfully draw on the greater
Washington-Baltimore area 1o supply qualified
personnel. The community noted its central
location in Eastern United States, its excellent
transportation network, good infrastructure,
and relatively uncrowded airspace were auributes
that supported the decision to place a C-130
siuadion in Martinsburg, West Virginia.

Regarding economic impact, they projected at
garding ! j
least 200 full-time positions and 200 reservists
positions will be assigned 10 the Martinsburg
Facility. The assignment would have a significant
\ g : g
positive impact on one of the poorest sections
of West Virginia.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the construction of this
facility isin the planning stages only. No ground
has been broken. COBRA runs provided by the
Navy for Martinsburg were not uscable for com-
parison with similar ¢xisting reserve and active
air stations. The assumption that high Air
National Guard manning levels are predictors
of high Naval Reserve manning levels for this
activity presumces there are adequate numbers
of qualificd naval veterans or civilians with
aviation background, or that members of the
West Virginia Air National Guard currentiy
awaiting biller assignments would sacrifice
scniority to request interservice transfers. While
the CNA study identificed Martinsburg as one
of four sites for location of a Naval Reserve
Mediun/Heavy Airlift squadron, it was conducted
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during a defense build-up. With strategic planning
mcomplete in this cua ol fiscal constramnts,
construction of new facilities in a category with
excess capacity does not appear to be a wise
usc of scarce resourees.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Seerctary of Defense
deviated substantially frem criteria 1, 3. 4 and
5. Therefore, the Commission recommends the
following: close Naval Air Facility, Martinsburg,
West Virginia. The Commission finds this
recommendation is consistent with the force-
structure plan and final criteria.
Naval Air Station Dallas, Texas
Category: Rescrve Air Station
Mission: Support Naval Rescrve Aviation Units
One-time Cost: $ 136.5 million
Savings: 1994-99 $ -108 million (Cost)

Annual: $ 5.2 million
Payback: 100+ years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close the Naval Air Station (NAS), Dallas and
relocate its aircraft and associated personnel,
cquipment and support to Carswell Aiv Force
Base, Fort Worth, Texas. The following Navy
and Marine Corps Reserve Centers relocate o
Carswell Air Foree Base: Naval Reserve Center,
Dallas, Marine Corp Reserve Center, Dallas,
Marine Corps Reserve Center (Wing) Dallas,

~

and REDCOM 11,
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Naval aiv forces ave being reduced consistent
with tiie fleet reductions in the Dol Force
Structure Plan. Projected foree levels reflected
for both active and reserve aviation clements
leave the Navy with significant excess capacity
in the reserve air station category. Closure of
Naval Al Station, Dalias and reconstitution at
Carswell Air TForee Base provides the rescorves
with a significantly superior air base. The
resulting air stanon, with Air Force reserve
squadrons now as tenants, will remove the
operational ditliculties currently experieneed
at the Naval Al Station, Dallas, including flight
conflicts with the civilian airpert. This closure,
combined with three others in this caegory,
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results in the maximum reduction of excess
capacity in reserve air stations while increasing
the average nulitary value of the rematning bases
in this category.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community stressed the closure of NAS Dallas
would detrimenally impact Vought Aireraft
Company, which used the airport for 45 years
to test aireraft under a $1/year agreement with
the City of Dallas. Tt indicated the Navy's
concernt over lack of airspace was incorrect
because the city of Dallas owned all or part
of two ncarby airports so ample airspace was
available. Furthermore only minor transitory
problems occasionally occurred.

Regarding economic impact, the community
cmphasized it would be much greater than the
Navy estimated, both in Dallas and in Grand
Prairie.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the proposed realign-
ment of NAS Dallas at Carswell Air Foree Base
(AFB) had merit because it would alleviate
current air and ground encroachment restric-
tions. The Commission also found regular
airlift to southwesiern states would increase the
recruiting arca to support cwrrent and future
mission capability of the reserve squadrons
assigned 1o NAS Dallas. In addition, the Commis-
sion found the Federal Aviation Administranon
(FAA) supported the propesed relocation to
Carswell AFB because it was compauble with
the existing and future Dallas-Forth Worth
Metropolitan Air Traftic System Plan. The FAA
indicated the move would result in better service
to NAS Dallas unus at its new site and vould
provide improved procedural ctficiency o all
uscrs. The TFAA stated since current air missions
from NAS Dallas were 10 the west and southwest.
the proposed relocation 1o Carswell AFB would
shorten mission length and reduce flight costs.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission hinds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the foree-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: Close
the Naval Air Station (NAS), Dallas and relocate
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its aircraft and associated personnel, equipment
and support to Carswell AFB, Fort Worth, Texas.
The following Navy and Marine Corps Reserve
Centers relocate 1o Carswell: Naval Reserve
Center, Dallas, Marire Corp Rescerve Center,
Dallas, Marine Corps Reserve Center (Wing)
Dallas, and REDCOM 11. Carswell AVB, Texas,
will become a Navy-operated Carswell joint
reserve center to reecive and accommeodalte the
reserve units currently there and being relocated
there by this 19953 Commission.

Naval Air Station Glenview, lllinois
Cutegory: Reserve Air Sation
Mission: Support for Reserve Units
Onc-time Cost: 5 132,10 million
Suvings: 1994-99: § 34.5 million
Annual: $ 30.0 million
Pavback: 0 vears

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close the Naval Air station (NAS), Glenview and
relocate its areraft and ascociated personnel,
cquipment and support to Navy Reserve,
National Guard and other activites. Family
housing located at NAS Glenview will be retained
to meet existing and new requirements of
the nearby Naval Traming Center (NTC), Great
Lakes. The Pecruiting District, Chicago will be
relocuted to NTC Great Lakes. The Marine Corps
Reserve Center activities will relocate as appro-
priate to Dam Neck, Virginia, Green bay,
Wisconsin, Stewart Army National Guard
Facilit,y, New Windsor, New York and NASs,
Atlanta, Georgia.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Naval air forces are being reduced consistent
with the fleet reductions in the DoD Foree-
Stracture Plan. Projected foree levels for both
active and reserve aviation clements leave the
Department with significe nt excess capacity in
the reserve air station category. Closure of NAS
Glenview climinates excess capacity at a base
with a very low military value whose assets can
be redistributed into more cconomical and
clitcien operations. This closure, combined
with three others in this category, results in
maximum reduction of excess capacity while
imcreasing the average military value of the

remaining reserve air stations. In arriving at the
recommendation to close NAS Glenview, a
specific analysis was conducied to ensure that
there was demographic support {or purposes
of force recruiting in the arcas to which the
reserve aireraft are being relocated.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community contended NAS Glenview demon-
strated the ubility te recruit and train key reserve
personnel from the highly skilled workforee of
the Chicago Metroplex. The commiunity said
disrant relocations proposed for NAS Glenview
would undoubtedly result in large losses of
qualificd reservists in these units, and they high-
lizhted the loss of joint operations. While local
officials took a neutral position, other commu-
nity representatives questioned the military value
and excess capacity calculations. Tt also ques-
tioned COBRA moder cost and savings analysis
and identified over $90 milhon in military
construcdon costs to relocate the units. The com-
munity leaders pointed out that relocation costs
of tenane activities were not included in the
COBRA analysis. 1i indicated the combined
closures of this facility along with NAEF Detroit
and NAS Memphis weuld Teave the heartland
of the United States without an operational
Navai and Marine Corps Air Reserve presence.
Another concern of the community was that
these closures would resule in a loss of Navy
airlift for midwestern reserve units,

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found significant efforts had
heen made to upgrade NAS Glenview. However,
serious ground and air encroachment problems,
and the lack of adequate accident potential zones
hmited potential expansion at ihis Reserve Naval
Air Station. While the Commission recognized
the: loss of reservists due to relocating the reserve
squadrons, it found the potential for cxpansion
at receiver sites would improve overall military
value ol the remaming installations.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Sccretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Thercrore, the
Commission recomniends the following: close
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the Naval Air Stanton (NAS), Glenview and
relocate its atreralt and associated personnel,
cquipment and support to Navy Reserve,
National Guard and other activities. Family
Lousing located at NAS Glenview will be
retained to meet exising and new require-
wents of the nearby Naval Training Center
(NTC), Great Lakes. The Recruiting District,
Chicago will be relocated to NTC Great Lakes.
The Marine Corps Reserve Cenier activities will
relocate as appropriate to Dam Neck, Virginia;
Green May, Wisconsing Stewarn Army National
Guard Facility, New Windsor, New York; and
NAS Atlanta, Georgia.

Naval Air Station South Weymouth,
Massachusetis

Category: Rescrve Air Station

Mission: Support for Reserve Units

One-time Cost: N/A

Suvings: N/A
Annual: N/A

Payback: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close Naval Air Station (NAS), South Weymouth
and relocate its aireralt and associated personnel,
equipment and support 1o Naval Air Stations
Brunswick, Maine, New Orleans, Louisiana, and
Naval Station Mayport, Flotida. The Marine Corps
Reserve Center activities will relocaie 10 Dam
Neck, Virginia, Johnstown, Pennsylvania, Camp
Pendleton, California, and NAS Willow Grove,
Pennsylvania.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Naval air forces are being reduced consistent
with flect reductions in the Dol Foice Structure
Plan. Projected foree levels for hoth active and
reseive aviation elements leave the Department
with signilicant excess capacity in the reserve
air station category. The greater operational atility
of active air stations and the decision o rely on
reserve aviation clements in support of active
operating forces place a higher mihtwry value
on locatmg reserve aviation clements on active
operating air bases 1o the extent possible.
Closure of NAS South Weymouth allows the
relocation of reserve '-35 1o the major P23
active operating base at NAS Brunswick, ML
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and distributes other assets to the active operat-
ing basc at Mayport, FL and to a reserve air
station with a higher milirary value. In arriving
at the recommendation to close NAS South
Weymouth, a specific analysis was conducted
10 ensure that there was demographic support
for purposes of force recruiting in the areas to
which the reserve aireraft are being relocated.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community stated NAS South Weymouth
was the only operational Naval Air Rescrve
Activity in the New England/New York arca. The
closure would preclude active participation
by aviation qualificd Naval Reservists tn the
northeastern Untted States, since reservists are
geographically connected 1o the area ol their
domicile and civilian occupations. The commu-
nity further stated the Navy military value ranked
NAS South Weymouth third of cight, well above
NAS Dallas (proposed for realignment), NAS
Atlanta and NAEF Washingion. The community
emphasized the combined highly cducated tech-
nical workforce and laige population of quilified
veterans in the Boston arca support recruitment
for both the cwrrent misgion and any expanded
operational role. The proximity 1o wetlands and
community zoning ordinances prevent land
encroachment on air operations and {urther
enhance NAS South Weymeouth's ability 1o
assume expanded missions.

The community questioned the Navy's pro-
gramimed new construction in Martinsburyg, Wesl
Virginia (lor a C-130 Medium/Heavy Ainrlift
Squadron); and Johnstown, Pennsylvania (for a
Helicopter Squadron). These facilities would
cost over $55 million, with an additional $50
million ininidal sct-up costs. It asseried NAS
South Weymouth had adequate facilities and a
trained manpower pool to assume the proposed
missions for these sites, and indeed has facilivies
and cquipment already on board for support of
the C-130 abreradt. Further, i indicated NAS
souwth Weymouth was closer 1o operating and
potential threat arcas for Anti-Submaring/
Anti-Surface Warlare and to carrier bawtde group
operations than any other Reserve Naval An
Station and most operational bases.

The commnnity conducted its own independent
analysis of the certified data provided 1o the
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Base Structure Analysis Team and raised serious
concerns about the validity of costs and savings
projected by the COBRA models developed by
the Navy. In addition, it indicated the proposed
closures of Reserve Naval Air Stations were
predicated on nine Reserve Maritime Patro]
Squadrons, not the thirteen Squadrons manda-
ted by the FY93 Defznse Authorization Act. It
questioned the wisdom of such unprecedented
cuts in view of the fact that both Congress and
the Department of Defense have not yet defined
the role of the reserves.

Regarding the cumulative economic impact, the
community asserted New England employs only
13% of the Department of Defense, but had 1o
absorb 33% of recent defense cuts. The com-
munity argued the closure of additional hases,
including NAS South Weymouth, would heve a
heavy impact on an economy already struggling
under the burdens of copiag with previous
defense cuts.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found several inconsistencies
between the COBRA analysis and data call
submissions regarding personnel accounting, and
military construction costs for receiver bascs.
These inconsistencies tended Lo inflate savings
and deflate costs in favor of the Secretary’s
recommendation. Additionally, it appeared demo-
graphics for the purposes of force recruiting at
proposed receiver bases were not considered
in the relocation of squadrons attached to this
command. There vras no evidence current and
future mission impacts were considered with
respect to the retention Josses that could result
if squadrons were relocated several hundred 10
over 3000 miles away {rom the reservists
currently assigned billets in these units. Addi-
tionially, no plan was proposcd to retain incum-
bent reservists or to expedite reeruitment and
training of replacements. Similarly, impacts on
conirbutory support to the active components,
mission capability and readiness were not
adequately considered by the Navy.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from the force structure
plan and criteria 1, 3, 4, and 5. Therelore, the
Commission recommends the following: Naval

Air Station, South Weymouth will remain open.
The Commission {inds this recommendation is
consistent with the force-structure plan and
final criteria.
Naval/Marine Corps Air Facility
(Joint Aviation Facility)
Johnstown, Pennsylvania
Category: Reserve Air Station
Mission: Support for Reserve Units
Onc-time Cost: None
Savings: 1994-99: $ 15-20 million
(Construction Avoidance)
$ 20 million (Start Up Costs Avoidance)
Annual: N/A
Payback: N/A

SECRETARY CF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

None. The Commission added this military
installation to the 1ist of installations recom-
mended for closure or realignment.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community expressed concern regarding the
proposed cessation ol construction of a Naval/
Marine Corps air facility at the Joint Aviation
Facility in Johnstown, PA. The community indicat-
¢d the facility had strong Congressional support.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found construction costs for
the Navy/Marine Corps addition to the Joint
Aviation Facility at Johnstown, PA, were
projected at $15-20 million with an additional
$20 million in one-time start-up costs. The Com-
mission found construction of the Navy/Marinc |
Corps facility was scheduded for T'Y 1994 with o
occupancy planned for Y 1996. The Cormis-
sion [ound the nearby reserve center in Ebensburg
could house administrative units, and signifi-
cant excess capacity cexists in Naval/Marine
Corps reserve air stations.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commussion finds the Secretary of Delense

deviated substantially from criteria 4 and 5. ‘
Theretore, the Commission recommends the i
following: close (halt construction of) the Naval/ '
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Marine Corps air facility (Joint Aviation facil-
ity) Johnstown, Pennsylvania. The Commission
finds this recommendation is consistent with
the lorce-structuie plan and final criteria.

Naval Bases

Naval Education and Training Center
Newport, Rhode Island

Category: Naval Base

Missicn: Support Homeported Ships

One-time Cost: $13.8 million

Savings: 1994-99: $7.94 million
Annual: $ 4.26 million

Payback: 5 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Realign the Naval Education and Training Center
(NETC) Newport and lerminate the Center's
mission to berth ships. Relocaie the ships o
Naval Station Mayport, Florida and Naval
Station Norfolk, Virginia. Piers, waterfront
facilities and related property shall be retained
by NETC Newport. The Education and Traming
Center will remain to satisty its education and
training mission.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The picrs and maintenance activity associated
with NETC Newport are excess 1o the capacity
required 1o support the DoD Force Structure
Plan. A comprehensive analysis of naval station
buithing capacity was performed with a goal
of reducing excess capacity to the maximum
extent possible while maintaining the overall
military value of the remaining naval stations.
To provide berthing to support the projected
force structurg, the resulting mix of naval
stations was configured to satisfy specific
mission requirements, including: 100 percent
atrcralt carvier berthing in cach fleet; ammuni-
tion ships at ESQD-approved berthing;, ene SSN/
SSEN unique base co nplex per fleet; and main-
tenance of the Norfolk and San Dicgo fleet
concentrations. NETC Newport currently berths
five ships which can be absorbed at other
homeports with a higher military value. This
realignument, conbined with other recommended
closures and realignments in the Atlanue Fleet,
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results in the maximum reduction of excess
capacity while increasing the average military
value of the remaining Audantic Flect bases.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argued the Navy undervated
Newport's military value. The community also
questioned the Navy's estimated savings associ-
ated with this realignment, expressing belief that
the Navy’s analysis created a false sense of savings
because it did not fully examine the costs of
moving ships and maintaining real property.
Moreover, the relocation of ships would not
reduce excess capacily or operational costs
because Newport would still retain its piers. The
community also argued the impact on Reserve
Training in the Northeast was significant, and
the economic impact of the realignment was
underestimated.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the capacity to homeport
ships at Newport s excess 1o that required to
support the DoD force structure. The Commis-
sion also found closure would account for a
relatively small job loss in this employment arca
and would result in savings.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Sccretary of Defense
did not deviaie substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: realign
the Naval L:ducation and Traming Center (NETC)
Newpert and terminate the Center's mission 1o
berth ships. lelocate the ships to Naval Station
Mayport, Florida and Naval Station Norfolk,
Virginia. Piers, waterfront facilities and related
property shall be retained by NEETC Newport.
The Education and Training Ceunter will remain
Lo satisly its education and training mission.

Naval Station Charleston,
South Carolina

Category: Naval Base

Mission: Support Homeported Ships

One-time Cost™ $ 180.30 million

Savings: 1994-u9: $ 146.67 million
Annual: $ 69.78 million

Payback: 5 years
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close Naval Station (NS), Charleston and relo-
cate assigned ships to Naval Stations, Norfolk,
Virginia; Mayport, Florida; Pascagoula, Mississippi,
Ingleside, Texas and Submarine Base, Xings Bay,
Georgia. Appropriate personnel, equipment
and support, to include the drydock, will be
relocated with the ships. Disposition of major
tenants is as follows: Planning, Estimating, Repair
and Alterations (PERA) relocates to Portsmouth,
Virginia; the Naval Investigative Service Regional
Office disestablishes; Ship Intermediate Mainte-
nance Activity, Charleston disestablishes, and
the Naval Reserve Center and REDCOM 7 relocate
to leased space in the Charleston area; Fleet
and Mine Warfare Training Center relocates 10
Naval Station Ingleside, Fleet Training Center
Mayport, and Fleet Training Center Norfolk;
Submarine Training Facility Charleston disestab-
lishes. Family housing located within the Charleston
Navy complex will be retained as necessary to
support the nearby Naval Weapons Station
Charleston.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE jJUSTIFICATION

The piers and maintenance activity at NS
Charleston are excess to the capacity required
to support the DoD Force Structure Plan. A compre-
hensive analysis of naval station berthing capa-
city was performed with a goal of reducing cxcess
capacity to the maximum extent while main-
taining the overall military value of the remaining
naval stations. To provide berthing 1o support
projected force structure, the resulting mix of
naval stations was configured to satisfy specific
mission requirements, including: 160 percent
aircraft carrier berthing in each fleet; ammu-
nition ships at ESQD-approved berthing; one
SSN/SsBN unique base complex per fleet; and
maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet
concentrations as part of the solution. The berths
at the NS Charleston are excess to Navy require-
ments The relocation of the 21 ships currently
based at NS Charleston will allow the closure
of this naval basc and climinate almost hall of
the excess berthing capacity in bases supporting
the Atlantic Fleet. This closure, combined with
other recommended closures and realignments

in the Atlantic Fleet, results in the maximum
reduction of excess capacity while increasing
average military value of the remaining Atlantic
Fleet Bases.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community stated the Navy underrated
Charleston’s military value. 1t believed the haste
of the Navy’s process resulted in inaccurate and
incomplete responses to the Navy's military value
matrix questions. The community also believed
the Navy underestimated the costs of relocating
its activities to Naval Station Kings Bay and
Naval Station Ingleside. The community further
asserted the ability to obiain the necessary
environmental permits for Mine Warfare train-
ing in the Gulf of Mexico was questionable. The
community also stated the closure of the Naval
Station and other facilities in Charleston would
have a devastating economic impact on the area.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the capacity to homeport
ships and submarines in Charleston is excess to
that required to support the DoD force structure.
The Commission also found when combined
with other Charleston closures, such as the closure
of the Charleston Naval Shipyard, the closure of
Naval Station Charleston would account for a
significant job loss in this empleyment area;
however, closure will result in substantial savings.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Cenunission linds thie Secietary of Delense
deviated substantially from final criterion 1.
Therefore, the Commission recommends the fol-
lowing;: close Naval Station (NS), Charleston but
maintain the option for the 1993 Delense Basce
Closure and Realignment Commission later 1o
recommend the retention of Naval Station,
Charleston facilitics that are deemed necessary
to establish or support naval commands that
are retained at, realigned 1o, or relocated to
Charleston, South Carolina. The Commission
finds this rccommendation is consistent with
the force-structure plan and final criteria.
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Naval Station Mobile, Alabama

Category: Naval Buse

Mission: Support Homepotted Ships

One-time Cost: $ 4.88 million

Savings: 1994-99: § 00.83 million
Annudl: $ 8.43 million

Payback: 2 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close Naval Station, Mchile and relocate assigned
ships to Naval Stations Pascagoula, Mississippi,
and Ingleside, Texas, along with decicated person-
nel, cquipment and appropriate other support.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The berths at Naval Station, Mobile are excess
o the capacity required to support the DoD
Force Structure Plan. A comprehensive analysis
of naval station berthing capacity was performed
with a goal of reducing excess capaciy to the
maximum extent possible while maintainirg the
overall milivary value of ihe reuwriniug naval
stations. To provide beithing to support the

projected foree structure, the resulting mix of

naval stations were configured 1o satisty specific
mission requirements, including: 100 percers
aireraft carrier berthing in each fiect; ammuni-
tion ships at ESQD-approved berthing, one
SSN/SSBN unique base complex per fleet; and
maintenance of the Norfolk and San Dicgo flect
concentrations as part of the solution. The ships
based at Naval Station Mobile can be relocated
1o other naval bases which have u higher mili-
tary value. This realignment, combined with other
reccommended closures and realignments in
the Atlantic Fleet, results in the maximuem
reduction of excess capacity while increasing
the average military value of the remaining
Atlantic Vleet bases.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argued the Navy's mihitary value
ranking was inaccwate. The comunanity stated
the Navy did not give adequate consideration
1o the role Naval Station (NAVSTA) Manile plays
in iraining rescrves. The community also felt
the Navy did not carrectly compare NAVSTA
Muobile 1o NAVSTA Pascagoula. The community
claimed Mobile was superior to Pascagouda in
the arcas ol navigation, salety, quality of life
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and the Shore Intermediate Maintenance Activity.
It believed the Navy greatly overestimated the
savings associated with the closure of the base.
The community also noted its strong state
and local support for the facility and argued
the closure of NAVSTA Mobile would have a
serious and adverse effect on the community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the capacity to homeport
ships at Mobile is excess to that required to
support the DoD force siructure. The Commis-
sion also found closure would account for a
relatively small job loss in this employment area
and would result in savings.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission reccommends the following: close
Naval Station, Mobile and relocate assigned ships
to Naval Stations Pascagoula, Mississippi, and
Ingleside, Texas, along with dedicated personnel,
equipment and appropriate other support.

Naval Station Staten Island, Mew York

Cutegory: Naval Basc

Mission: Support Homeported Ships

One-time Cosi: § -16.15 miilion (Savings)

Savings: 1994-99: $ 298.92 million
Annyal: $ 42.64 million

Payback: Immediate

SECRLETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close Naval Station Staten Island. Relocate its
ships aleng with their dedicated personnel, equip-
ment and support to Naval Stations, Norfolk,
Virginia and Mayport, Tlorida. Disposition of
minor tenants is as follows: Ship Intermediate
Mainenance Activity, New York relocates to Earle,
New Jersey and Norfolk, Virginia, Recruiting
District, New York disestablishes; Supervisor of
Shiphu:dding, Conversion and Repair (SUPSHIP),
Brooklyn Detachment disestablishes.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The berthing capacity ol Naval Statton Staten
Island is cxcess to the capacity required
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to support the Dol Foree Structure Plan. A compre-
hensive analysis of naval station berthing
capacity was performed with the goal of reducing
excess capacily to the maximum cxtent possible
while maintaining the overall military value of
the remaining naval stations. To provide berthing
to support projected force structure, the resulting
mix of naval stations was configured to satisly
specilic mission requirements, including: 100
percent aircraft carrier berthing in cach flect;
ammunition ships at ESQD-approved berthing;
one SSN/SSBN unique base compiex per fleet;
and maintenance of the Norfolk and San Dicgo
fleet concentrations. The ships currently berthed
at Naval Station Staten Island can be relocated
to bases with higher military value. This closure,
combined with other recommended ciosures and
realignments in the Atlantic Fleet, resulis in the
maximum reduction of excess capacity while
increasing the average military value of the
remaining Atlantic Fleet bases.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argiced ihe Navy's aualyiical
process was not sound because it contained many
procedural errors, analytical inconsistencies and
inflated values for certain capabilities. The com-
munity also challenged the soundness of the
Navy’s megaport concept. It believed closing
Naval Station (NAVSTA) Staten Island would
pose operaticnal problems because New York is
four to five days closer to potential conflicis
than ports in the Gulf of Mexico. The commu-
nity claimed the closure of NAVSTA Staien Island
tunity {for Naval Reservists, particularly in light
of other planned closures in the Northeast. The
comrmunily felt the Navy did not adequately
consider the adverse cconomic impact the
closure of NAVSTA Siaten I[sland would have
on the New York Harbor industrial base, especially
private shipyards.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the capacity to homeport
ships at Naval Station Staten Island is excess to
that required 1o support the DoD foree structure.
The Commission also found closure would
account for a relatively small job loss in this
cmployment arca and would result in substantial

savings. The Sccretary suggested a correction or
revision to lus March 1993 recommendation.
The Commission found that the reviscd proposal
had a higher military value and should be adopted.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Cominission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 2.
Therefore, the Commission recommends the
following: close Naval Station Staten lIsland.
Relocate its ships along with their dedicated
personnel, equipment and support to Naval
Stations, Norfolk, Virginia and Mayport, Florida.
Disposition of minor tenants is as follows: Ship
Intermediate Mainienance Activily, New York
relocates to Earle, New Jersey and Norfolk,
Virginia; Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conver-
sion and Repair (SUPSHIP), Brooklyn Detach-
ment disestablishes. Retain family housing located
at Naval Station, Staten Island, as necessary to sup-
port Naval Weapons Station, Earle, New Jersey.
The Commission finds this recommendation
is consistent with the force-structure plan and
fiual criteria.

Naval Submarine Base New London,
Connecticut

Category: Naval Basc
Mission: Support Homeported Submarine
One-time Cost: N/A
Savings: 1994-99: N/A
Annual: N/A
Payback: N/A

ChLAMOCTADV MNC MECCDCNCD
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RECOMMENDATION

Realign Naval Submarine Base (NSB), New
London by terminating its mission 1o hiomeport
ships. Relocate berthed ships, their personnel,
associated cquipment and other support to the
Submarine Base, Kings Bay, Georgia and the Naval
Station, Norfolk, Virginia. This relocation is to
include a floating drydock. Piers, waterfront
facilitics, and related property shall be retained
by the Navy at New Loudon, Connecticut. The
Nuclear Submarine Support Facility, a major
tenant, relocates Lo Kings Bay, Gcorgia and
Norfolk, Virginia; and another major tenant, the
Nuclear Power Training Unit, disestablishes.
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SECRETARY OT DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Naval Submarine Base, New London's capacity
is excess to that required 1o support the number
of ships reflected in the DoD Force Structure
Plan. A comprehensive analysis of naval station
berthing capacity was performed with a goal
of reducing excess capacity to the maximum
exient possible while maintaining the overall
military value of the remaining naval stations.
To provide berthing 1o support the projected
force structure, the resulting mix of naval stations
was configured to satisty specific mission require-
ments, including: 100 percent aircraft carrier
berthing in each lleet; ammunition ships at ESQD-
approved berthing; one SSN/SSBN unique base
complex per flect; and maintenance of the
Norfolk and San Diego flect concentrations. With
a reduction in ships, the Navy requires one
submarine basc per Fleet. In view of the capacity
at the Submarine Base, Kings Bay and the Naval
Station, Norfolk, the submarines based at New
London can be relocated 1o activities with a
higher military value. The education and training
missions being pedonned at e Submaiing
Base, New London will continue to be performed
there and the Navy will retain piers, waterfront
facilities and related property. This realignment,
combined with other recommended closures and
realignments in the Atlantic Fleet, results in the
maximum reduction of excess capacity while
increasing the average military value of the
remaining Atlantic Fleet hases.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community claimed the Navy's proposal to
realign New Londoun did not reduce cxcess
capacity. Instead, it only duplicated ¢xisting
resources clsewhere and therefore wasted the
taxpayers’ money. The community also questioned
the Navy's conliguration analysis. The Navy's
analysis required that (1) Norfolk be a part of
any solution and (2) there be only one SSBN/
SSN unique base per tect. The community
claimed these vules led the Navy 1o exclude New
London awtomatically from any solution. The
community argued ihe Navy's analysis thus
appeared to be used to justify its previous
judgiment to exclude New London, The com-
munity questioned the strategic gain and increase
in military value resulting from the realignment
ol New Loudon, since military value did not
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appear o be a part of the Navy's configuiaiion
analysis. The community proposed an alternate
plan involving retaining submarines that would
ostensibly save $1.2 billion. The community also
stated the cconomic effect of the realignment
would be grave because the New London area
is heavily dependent on defense industries.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the Secretary of Defense’s
recommendaticn to terminate Naval Submarine
Base (SUBBASE) New London’s mission Lo
homeport submarines calls for substantial mili-
tary construction (MILCON) at SUBBASE King's
Bay and Naval Station Norfolk 1o replace capa-
bilities and facilities that exist in New London.
The Commission further found the Navy's wnalysis
was very sensitive to one-time costs due 1o the
sizeable MILCON, particularly in view of what
costs the Navy deemed appropriate to consider.
Just prior 1o final deliberations, the Chairman
of the Navy's Rase Structure Evaluation Com-
mittee reported 10 the Commission that the Navy
was not likely ever to move attack submarines

Lo Kings Bay.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from [inal critervia 2, 4,
and 5. Therefore, the Commission recommends
the following: Naval Submarine Base, New London
remains open and does not realign. The Com-
mission finds this recommendation is consis-
tent with the force-structure plan and final criteria.

Naval Air Station Alameda, California

Category: Naval Buase

Mission:Support of Aviation Activitics,
Afloat Units, and Qther Activitics

Once-time Cost: $ 193.69 million

Savings: 1994-99: $ -72.17 million (Cost)
Annual: $ 41.69 million

Payback: 10 ycars

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close Naval Air Station (NAS), Alameda, California
and relocate s aireraft along with the dedi-
caled personnel, equipment and support 1o NASA
Amecs/Mollcu Field, California and NAS North
Island. In addition, those ships currently berihied
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at NAS Alameda will be relocated to the Fleet
concentrations at San Diego and Bangor/Puget
Sound/Everett. Disposition of major tenants is
as follows: Navy Regional Data Automation Center,
San Francisco realigns to NAs North Island; Ship
Intermediate Maintenance Department disestab-
lishes; the Naval Air Reserve Center and the
Marine Corps Rescrve Center relocate to leased
space at NASA/Ames.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The projected carrier air wing reductions in the
Dob Force Structure Plan require a signilicant
decrease in 4ir station and naval station capacity.
NAS Alameda is recommended for closure as it
has the lowest military value of those air stations
supporting the Pacific Flect. Given the number
of aircraft “bedded downr™ at the air station, it
has greatest amount of excess capacity. Also,
given the need to eliminate excess ship berthing,
its capacity is not required to meet force levels,
since no more than five carrier beiths are required
on the West Coast: three at the fieel concentra-
tion in San Diego and two at Bangor/Puget Sound/
Everctt. Both tie limited aircrait (primarily
reserve) and ship assets at NAS Alaneda can be
readily absorbed at bases with a kigher military
value. This closure results in an increased average
military value of both the remaining air stations
and naval stations in the Pacific Fleet,

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community believed the Navy penalized NAS
Alameda’s military value ranking because the
Navy cvaluzted Alameda as a naval air station
when its capabihities more closely resemble those
of a naval station. The community eriticizeq the
Navy’s plan to build at NAVSTA Evercu and
NAS North sland to replace existing capabilit.es
at NAS Alameda; it said the Navy underesii-
mated the costs of closing at Alameda and
rebuiiding elsewhere. The community also
asserted that both Everctt and Nonk lIsland
required dredging and building nuclear carvier
piers and that the heensing and environmenial
procedures are difficult. The community argued
that even if this costly censtruction were com-
pleted, Everett would not have a contigucus
airficld while NAS Alameda docs, asserting the
presence ol a contiguous airficld creates a
synergism aniong the facilities at Alameda.

By contrast, the absence of a contiguous airtield
would posc potentially significant operational
problems at Everett,

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the aircraft beddown
capacity and ship berthing ai NAS Alameda is
excess to that required 10 suppert the DoD force
structure. The Commission also found NAS
Alameda had the lowest military value as a
Naval Air Station in the Pacific fleet. While its
military value as a Naval Station is relatively
high, its primary purposc is the homeporting of
nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, and there is
sufficient carrier berthing capacity in San Dicgo,
Puget Sound, and Everett. Substantial military
construction (MILCON) is occurring at Naval
Station, Everett, Washington, and Naval Air
Station North Island, California, to replace a
portion of the nuclear aircraft carrier berthing
capacity that exists at Alameda. These MILCON
projects are being accomplished separate from
the base closure process and will ultimately
result in the Navy's ability to homeport aircraft
carriers at a readced cost.

In a letter dated June 1, 1993, the Chicl of Naval
Operations advised the Commission that the
original Secretary of Delense recommendation
to close Naval Air Station Alameda did not fully
distinguish between active duty aviauon assets
and tenant rescrved aviation assels. That dis-
tinction is made clear 1in the Commission
recommendation.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substanually from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
Naval Air Station (NAS), Alameda, California
and relocate its aircraft along with the dedicated
persounci, equipment and support to NAS North
Island. In addition, those ships currently berthed
at NAS Alameda will be relocated to the Fleet
concentrations at San Diego and Bangor/Puget
Sound/Everctt. Disposition of major tenants is
as follows: Reserve aviation assets relocate to
NASA Amces/Moffett Field, California, NAS
Whidbey 1sland, and NAS Willow Grove; Navy
Regional Data Automation Center, San Francisco
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realigns to NAS North Island; Ship Intermediate
Maintenance Department disestablishes; the Naval
Air Reserve Center and the Marine Corps Reserve
Center relocate to leased space at NASA/Ames.

Naval Station Treasure Island,
California

Category: Naval Basc

Mission: Muintain and Operate Facilities
and Suppert Tenant Activitics

One-time Cost: $ 30.95 million

Savings: 1994-99: $ 123.0 million
Annual: $ 44.48 million

Payback: 3 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close Naval Station, Treasure Island and relocate
persennel, as appropriate to the Naval Station,
San Diego, California; Naval Amphibious Base,
Litile Creeck, Virginia; Naval Training Center,
Great Lakes, Hlinois and various Naval Reserve
sites in Calilornia. Major tenants are impacted
as {ollows: Naval Reserve Conter San Francisco
relocates to the Naval/Marine Corps Reserve
Center, Alameda, California and REDCOM 20
relocates to the Naval Reserve Center, San Bruno,
California. Naval Technical Training Center
relocates to Fleet Training Center San Diego,
Naval Amphibious Schoel, Litte Creek and
Naval Training Center Great Lakes.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The DoD Force Structure Plan supports a decrease
in naval station capacity. Naval Station, Treasure
Island has a relatively low military value and
its capacity is not required to support Navy
requircments. The naval bases to which is
activities will be relocated have higher military
value 1o the Navy than does this naval station.
A comprehensive analysis of naval station berthing
capacity was performed with a goal of reducing
excess capacity to the maximum extent possible
while maintaining the overall military value of
the remaining naval stations. To provide berthing
to support the projected foree structure, the
resulting mix of naval stations was configured
to satisfy specific mission requirements, includ-
ing: 100 pereent aircraft carrier berthing in cach
tleet; ammunition ships at ESQD-approved

berthing, one SSN/SSBN unique base complex
per {leet; and maintenance of the Norfolk and
San Diego fleet concentrations. This closure, com-
bined with other recommended closures and
realignments in the Pacific Fleet, reduccs
excess capacity while increasing the average
military valuc of the remaining Pacific Fleet bases.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argued the closure of Naval
Station (NAVSTA) Treasure Island, along witi
the other proposed Bay Area closures, would
destroy the strategic infrastructure of the San
Francisco area. It pointed out NAVSTA Treasure
Island had a new fire fighting school that was
environmentally sound and was the only one of
its kind on the West Coast. 1t was also the site
of over 1,000 family housing units and other
support services the military retirement commun-
ity depended upon heavily, particularly in light
of the closure of the Presidio of San Francisco.
COMMISSION
The Commission found the capacity to homeport
ships at Naval Station Treasure Island was excess
to that required to support the DoD force struc-
ture. Further, the Commission found the primary
purposes of NAVSTA Treasure lIsland are to
provide military family housing, some training
and other support for shipboard personnel and
dependents in the San Francisco Bay area. In
view of the recommendations to close NAS
Alameda, these facilities are not required.,

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and f{inal criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
Naval Station, Treasure Island and relocate
personnel, as appropriate to the Naval Station,
San Diego, California; Naval Amphibious Base,
Little Creck, Virginia, Naval Training Center,
Great lakes, Hlinois and various Naval Reserve
sites in California. Major tenants are impacted
as follows: Naval Reserve Center San Francisco
relocates to the Naval/Marine Corps Reserve
Center, Alameda, California and REDCOM 20
relocates 1o the Naval Reserve Center, San Bruno,
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California. Naval Technical Training Center
relocates to Fleet Training Center San Diego,
Naval Amphibious School, Little Creek and
Naval Training Center Great Lakes.

Naval Training Centers

- Naval Training Center Orlando, Florida

Category: Naval Training Center

Mission: Training of Officer and
Enlisted Personncel

Onc-time Cost: $ 374 million

Savings: 1994-99: $ -83.5 million (cost)
nnual: $ 75.8 million

Payback: 9 years

(These cost figures include the cost to close NTC
San Dicgo.)

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close the Naval Training Center (NTC), Orlando,
and relocate certain personnel, equipment and
support to NTC Great 1akes and other loca-
tions, consistent with Dol training requirements,
Disposition of major tenants is as follows:
Recruit Training Command relocates to NTC
Great Lakes; the Nuclear Power School and the
Nuclear “A” School relocate 1o the Submarine
School at the Naval Submarine Base (NSB),
New Londen; Personnel Support Detachment
relocates 1o NTC Great Lakes; Service School
Command rvelocates to Great Lakes; Naval
Dental Clinic relocates to Great Lakes; Naval
Education and Training Program Management
Support Activity disestablishes.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The 1991 Commission rejected the recommen-
dation to close NTC OQrlando due to prohibitive
closure costs. This recommendation encompasses
the additional closure of NTC San Diego and
proposes significantly reduced closure costs by
taking advantage ol facilities made available
by the recommended realignment of N5B
New London. Projected manpower reductions
contained in the DoD Foree Structure Plan
require a substantial decrease in naval force
structure. As a result of projected manpower
levels the Navy has two to three times the capacity
required, as measured by a varicty of indicators,

to perform the recruit training function. The
closure of the NTC Orlando removes excess
capacity and relocates training 1o a naval
training center with a higher military value
and results in an efficient collocation of the
Submarine School, the Nuclear Power School
and the Nuclear *A” School at the NSB, New
London. The resuliing consolidation at the NTC
Great Lakes net only results 1in the highest
possible military value for this group of mili-
tary activities but also is the most economical
alignment for the processing of personnel into
the Navy. In addition, NTC Orlando has equip-
ment and facilities which are more readily
relocated to another naval training center.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The Orlando community argued the Navy’s goal
to climinate the greatest amount of excess
capacity while maintaining and/or improving
overall military value did not necessarily gener-
ate the most cost-cffective option. The community
also maintained the various COBRA alternatives
it generated showed a mnet present value tfor
NTC Orlando 2-4 tiraes greater than the Navy's
rccommendation. The community claimed the
climate affects utility costs, impacts training
routines and student morale; however, the Navy
did not consider climate a relevant training factor.

The Orlando community also maintained the
Navy's military-value questionnaire was flawed
because it did not accurately evaluate the training
center's capability. The community emphasized
he questions asked weie not relevant and there
were more negative than positive responses 1o
the questions. Further, the community added
that NTC Orlando’s military value was incor-
rectly judged to be lower than NTC Great Lakes
and utility costs and cost of operations were
noi included in the military value calculations.

The community also stressed the Navy did not
know the true cost of relocating or replicating
NTC Great Lakes's enginecring “hot-plant” trainers
but still justified its decision in large part on
the prohibitive cost of moving or rebuilding
these trainers. As an cxample, the community
mentioned training simulators could be used
to replace “hot-planmt” trainers at a fraction
of the cost of the “hot plants™
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COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Conumission found the Secretary’s closure
recommendation was consistent with force-
structure plan. Closure of NTC Orlando would
contribute to the climination of excess training
capacity which is 2-3 times greater than the
projected requirement. The Commission accepted
the Navy's argument that consolidation ol naval
training at a single training site allows DoD 1o

generate savings through the reduction of
overhead expenses and the elimination of

redundant training staff. Consolidation of naval
training at NTC Orlando would have required
a substantial capital investment which the
Commission questoned whether an acceptable
return on investment could be realized. The Com-
mission found relocation or replacement of NTC
Great Lakes engineering propulsion systems
(*hot plants™) at another NTC would result in
an extended perviod when training could not be
eftectively conducted. 1n addition, the Commis-
sion found NTC Great Lakes provides facilities
and persennel support for numerous tenants
and regional reserve units which could not be
economically replaced.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Thercfore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
the Naval Training Center (NTC), Orlando, and
relocate certain personnel, equipmont, and
support 10 NTC Great Lakes and other loca-
tions, consistent with DoD) training requirements.
Disposition of major tenants is as follows:
Reeruit Training Command relocates 1o NTC
Great Lakes; the Nuclear Power School and the
Nuclear "A” School relocate to the Submarine
School ai the Naval Submarine Base (NSB),
New London; Personnel Support Detachment
relocates 10 NTC Great Lakes: Scrvice School
Command relocates to Great Lakes; Naval Dental
Clinic rcdocates to Great Lakes; Naval tducation
and Training Program Management Support
Activity disestablishes.

138

Naval Training Center San Diego,
California

Category: Naval Training Center

Mission: Training of Officer and
Enlisted Personnel

Onc-time Cost: § 374 million

Savings: 1994-99: § -83.5 Million (Cost)
Annual: $ 75.8 millien

Paybuck: 9 years

(These cost figures alse include the cost to close

NTC Orlando.)

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close the Naval Training Center (NTC), San Dicgo,
and relocate certain personncel, equipment,
and support 1o NTC Great Lakes, and other
locations, consistent with training requirements.
Disposition of major tenants is as follows:
Recruit Training Command relocates to NTC,
Great Lakes; Branch Medical Clinic relocates to
Submarine Base, San Diego; Naval Reeruiting
District relocates 1o Naval Air Station, North
Island; Service School Command (Electronic
Warfare) relocates to Naval Training Center, Great
Lakes, Scrvice School Command (Surface)
relocates to NTC Greal Lakes; the remainder of
the Service School Command relocates to NTC
Great Lakes, Naval Air Station Pensacola, and
Fleet Training Center, San Diego.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Projccted manpower reductions contained in the
DoD Force Structare Plan require a substantial
decrease in naval force structure capacity. As a
result of projecied manpower levels, the Navy
has two to three times the capacity required, as
measured by a variety of indicators, to perform
the recruit training function. The closure of NTC
San Dicgo removes unneeded excess capacity
and results in the realighment of training 1o a
training center with a higher military value. The A
resulting consolidation at NTC Great Lakes not
only results in the highest possible military value
but also is the most economical alignment for
the processing of personnel into the Navy. In
addition, NTC san Dicgo has equipment and v
facilities wineh can more readily be relocated to '
another naval training center. s
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argued NTC San Diego would
be the best option {or single-site naval 1raining
{or several reasons. First, San Dicgo is collocated
with the fleet. This allows for more cost-ctficient

training because it permits quick filling of

vacant wraining billets and greater interaction
between operational training units. Furthermore,
consolidating naval training at NTC San Dicgo
would climinate the need for large, recurring
transportation costs, since 88% of NTC San
Diego’s instructors come from San Dicgo-based
units. Retaining naval training in a fleet-
concentration arca would also produce a higher
quality of life for NTC personnel, sinee fewer
sailors would have o be separated from their
fanilics. Reduced family separation increases
retention rates which, in turn, lowers training
costs. The community also stated NTC San Diego
had the capacity and land space to accept
additional naval training with minimal military
construction.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commussion found the Secretary’s closure
recommendations were consistent with projected
force-structure reductions. Closure of NTC San

Dicgo would contribute to the climination of

excess training capacity, which is two to three
times greater than the projected requirement.
The Commission accepts the Navy's arguiment
consolidaiion of naval training at a single training
sitc allows DoD to generate savings through
the reduction of overhead expenses and the
climination of redundant training staff. The
Commission found NTC San Dicgo posscsses
less available land to absorb training require-
ments than the Navy's two other training centers
and would be severely constrained during
periods of mobilization or surge.

The Secretary of Defense suggested a revision
to his original March 1993 recommendation.
The Commission found the revised proposal had
a higher military value and should be adopted.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from criteria 1 and 2.
Thercfore, the Commnission recommends the
folfowing: Close Naval Training Center (NTC),

san Dicgo. Relocate certain personnel, equipment
and support 1o NTC Great Lakes, and other
Jocations, consistent with training requirements.
Disposition of major tenants is as follows:
Recruit Training Command relocates to NTC,
Grear Lakes: Branch Medical Clinic relocates to
Submarine Basce, San Dicgo; Naval Recruiting
District relocates 1o Naval Air Station North
Island; Scrvice School Command (Electronic
Wartare) relocates to Navaj Training Center, Great
Lakes; Service School Command (Surface)
relocates 1o NTC Great Lakes; the remainder of
the Service School Command relocates to NTC
Great Lakes, Naval Air Station Pensacola, and
the Fleet Training Center, San Dicgo. The co-
generation plant and the bachelor quarters
and adjacent non-appropriated fund activities
(marinas) located aboard NTC San Diego property
will be retained by the Navy 1o support other
naval activitics in the San Diego arca. The Com-
mission finds this recommendation is consis-
tent with the foree-structure plan and final criteria.
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Naval Aviation Depot Alameda,

California

Cuategory: Naval Aviation Depot
Mission: Aviation Depot Level Maintenance
One-time Cost: $ 171 million
Savings: 1994-99: % 116 million
Annual: § 78 million
Payback: 5 vears
SECRETARY OF DETENSE

RECOMMENDATIONS

Close Naval Aviation Depot (NADEDP), Alameda
and relocate repair capabiiity as necessary to
other depot mainienance activitics. This relocation
may include personnel, equipment and support.
The depot workload will move 10 other depot
maintenance activities, including the privaie sector,

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda is recommended
for closure because its capacity is exeess to that
required to support the DoD Force Structure
Plan. Projected reductions require an almost
50 pereent reduction in capacity in the Navy
aviation depots. In determining the mix of avia-
tion depots which would achieve the maximum
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reduction in excess capacity, the Navy deter-
mined that there niust be at least one aviation
depot at a flect concentration on cach coast.
The work performed at Naval Aviation Depot,
Alameda can be performed at other aviation
maintenance activities, including the private
sector. The closure of NADEP Alameda will
reduce excess capacity in this category and
maintain or increase the average military value
of the remaining depots.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community asserted NADEP Alameda had
several unique capabilities and capacitices.
including significant engineering and technical
support and extensive synergy with the aireraft
carriers berthed at NAS Alameda. Community
representatives stated these and other uncred-
ited special skiils and equipment should have
given them a much higher military value than
the one determined by the Navy. In addition,
several of the NADEP's facilities are new and
cenvironmentally sound. Further, they noted
that NADEP Alameda has an extremely diverse
work force.

The community feels the Navy COBRA analysis
did not provide o sufficient estimate of the
nuwnber or extent of real costs in closing their
operations. It believed the costs 1o close NADED
Alameda were the greacest, while they asserted
NADEP Jacksonvilie was the casicest and least
expensive NADEP o close. 1t also noted Alameda
had the Navy's largest amount of missile work.
Finally, Alameda had been selected 1o provide
maintenance services to a large amount of Army
cquipment that could be placed in Oakland,
California as part of a propesed prepos.a-ning plan.

T P e

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found excess capacitv in the
depot category indicated that three NADEDs
should be closed. In evaluating combinations

of open and closed NADEPs, the closure of

Alameda resulted in less disruption, and lower
costs. The combmation of other NADEPs selected
to remaining open provided a betier overall
savings. military value and reduction of excess
capacily.

The Commission found NADEDP Alameda had
many new, environmentally sound facilities, a
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very diverse workforee, a number of unique
capabihities, and provided a valuable synergy
with local Navy activitics. The Commission also
found NADEP Alameda had higher military value
than credited by the Navy. Nevertheless, NADEP
Alameda is the most expensive NADED in terms
of overall raies, and s operations can casily be
absorbed by the remaining NADEPs. The
requirement for a West Coast NADEP is more
appropriately met by NADEP North Island
due 1o its coliocation with the San Dicgo
Megaport and lower overall rates.

"NADEP Alameda was dependant on the contin-

ucd operation of the Naval Air Station Alameda.
Without it, the NADEP would incur the ¢xtra
operating costs associated with the required
airficld. Due 10 the Commission’s recommen-
datien to close NAS Alameda, NADEP Alameda
will lose its tenant status and ability to operate
cost compelitively.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the secretary of Delense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Alameda and
relocate repair capability as necessary to other
depot maintenance activitics, This relocation may
include personnel, equipment and support.
The depot workload will move to other depot
maintenance activitics, including the private sector.

Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk,
Virginia

Category: Naval Aviation Depot

Mission: Depot Level Aviation Mainienance

One-time Cost: $ 226 million

Suvings: 1994-99. % 158 million
Annual: $ 108 million

Payback: 5 ycars

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close Naval Aviation Depot (NADLED), Norfolk
and relocate repair capability as necessary 1o
other depot maintenance activities. This reloca-
ton may include personnel, cquipment and
support. The Depot workload will move to other
depot maintenance activitics, including the
private sector.
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk is recommended
for closure because its capacity is excess to that
required to support the Dob Force Structure
Plan. Prejected reductions require an almost
50 percent reduction in capacity in the Navy
aviation depots. In determining the mix of avia-
tion depots which would achieve the maximum
reduction in excess capacity, the Navy deter-
mined that there must be at least one zviation
depot at a fleet concentration on cach coast.
The work performed at NADEP, Norfolk can
be perfermed at other aviation maintenance
activities, including the private secior. While
the military value of the Naval Aviation Depot,
Norfolk was not substantially less than that of
the Naval Aviaticn Depots at Cherry Point and
Jacksonville, those NADEPs possess unique
features and capabilities which requived their
retention. The closure of NADEP Norfolk will
reduce excess capacity in this category and main-
tain or increase the average military value of
the remaining depots.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community stressed NADEP Norfolk’s
military value score did not properly credit its
asscts and capabibities. Also, with the concen-
tration of air and sea assets in the Norfolk area,
the community argued having a NADEP in
Norfolk provided a valuable synergy which
resulted in cost and service efficiencies. The
community claimed NADEP Noifolk had the
lowest Tabor costs compared 10 iis counterparts,
and the very ngh rate used by the Navy was
incorrect. In addition, community representa-
tives challenged the Navy's justification that
NADEP Norfolk was chosen instead of Cherry
Point because NADEP Cherry Point had unique
composite capabilitics. Finally, the commumnity
isserted closing three NADEP's would eliminate
teo much of the Navy's in-house capacity;
therefore, a maximum of two NADEPs should
be closed.

COMMISSION FINDINGS
The Comniission found excess capacity in the
depot category which indicated three NADEPS

should be closed. The Commission agreed with
ihe Navy's military judgement that one NADEP

must be maintained on cach coast. The Com-
mission evaluated scenarios which corrected the
high rates used by the Navy.

It also considered the results of other manage-
men decisions which would have unfairly
disadvantaged NADEP Norfolk's comparison
10 other NADEPS. Even after cost adjustments,
an objective evaluation and, given the Navy's
requirement for a NADEP on each coast, the Com-
mission found the closure of NADEP Norfolk
resulied in less disruption and lower costs.

COMMISSION RECOCMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did nou deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and :oaal criteria. Theretore, the
Commission reconmuendas the following: closc
Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Norfolk and
relocate repair capability as necessary to other
devot maintenance activities. This relocationt may
inchide personnel, equipment and support. The
Depot workload will move te other depot maimn-
tenance activities, ciuding the private sceior.

Naval Aviation Depot
Pensacola, Florida

Category: Naval Aviation Cepot
Mission: Depot Level Aviation Maintenance
One-time Cost: $ 214 million
Savings: 1994-99: $71 mullion

Annual: $ 51 million
Paybuck: 3 years
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION
Close Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola (NADEP),
and rclocate repair capability as necessary to
other depot mainienance activities, This reloza-
tion may include personnel, cquipment and
support. The Depot workload will move to
other depot mamtenance acuvities, including the
private scctor. The dynamic component and
rotor blade repair facility will remain in place.
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola is recommended
ior closure because its capacity 1s excess to that

required to support the Dob) Foree Structure
Plan. Projected reductions require an almost

141
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50 pereent reduction in capacity in the Navy
aviation depots. In determining the mix of avia-
tion depots which would achieve the maximum
reduction in excess capacity the Navy deter-
mined that there must be at least onc aviation
depot at a fleet concentration on each coast.
The work performed at Naval Aviation Depot
Pensacola can be performed at other aviation
maintenance activities, including the private
scctor. The closure of NADEP Alameda will
reduce excess capacity in this category and
maintain or increase the average military value
of the remaining depots.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community sugpested the process 1o determine
NADEP Pensacola’s military value was {lawed
and deserved a much higher value. It noted closing
NADEP Pensacola would be a major loss 1o the
Navy. Tt has an cxtremely diverse workforce,
performs a migh level of interservice work, and

has skills in the repair and maintenance of

rotary-wing aircra{t and dynamic components.
Its current configuration is already able to handle
the new V-22 Osprey. In addition, they asserted
no other facility could absorb their workload
without new construction, especiallv for a whirl
tower 1o handle the largest helicopter’s blades.

The community proposed all of the Navy's rotary-
wing workload be moved to Pensacola. This
scenario, according to their estimates, would
provide more savings for the Navy.

Tiie Commission found NADEP Pensacola’s mili-
tary vaiue should have been hisher due to its
high level of interservice work, special skills
and cquipment, unique capabilitics for doing
rotary wing work, and diverse worklorce.
The Commmission evaiuated the unique capa-
bilitics of NADEP Pensacola in a vancty of
scenarios Lo quantily the cost and disruption of
closing NADIEP Pensacola. The Commission
evaluation noted the need for construction at
the receiving facilities in order to accommedate
Pensacola’s workload and unique cquipment.
However, the construction cost was not ¢xcessive,
and did nol significamly degrade the potemial
savings derived {rom closing the NADEP.
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The Commission also found the cost w0 con-
struct a new whirl tower and 1o accommodate
Pensacola’s dynamic component workload
NADEP Cherry Point or Corpus Chiisti Army
Depot, was far less then the costs associated
with keeping these activitics at Pensacola.
Therefore, the Commission found it was moie
economical and cost cliective to close NADEP
Pensacola completely.

In ¢valuating various closure scenarios, the Com-
mission found closing NADEP Pensacola resulted
in less disruption and lower costs. The combi-
nation of other NADFPs remaining open provided
a beter overall savings, military value and excess
capacity reduction.

The Commission found that the Navy considered
interservicing possibilities when analyzing base
closure costs, The Navy intendec o interservice
some ol its rotary wing work from NADEP
Pensacola to the Corpus Christi Army Depot,
and to transter work it was doing on Air Force
helicopters to NADEP Chcrry Point. The Com-
mission analyzed projected rotary wing workload
forccasts and found excess capacily existed
at both the Corpus Christi and Cherry Point
Depots. Accordingly, the Cormmission agreed with
the Navy plan to interservice H-60 and H-]
rotary wing workload o Corpus Christi Army
Depot under a depot maintenance interservicing
agreement. 1he Commission alse agreed trans-
ferring the 1 H-3 and 1-53 rotary wing
workload to NADEP Cherry Point was sound
policy. This plan would increase facility utiliza-
tion rates and contribute 1o reduced overall
howtly operating cost
depots.

s for both of the receiving

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission {inds the Seeretary of Defense
deviated substantially from criteria 4 and 5.
Therclore, the Commission recommends the
following: close the Naval Aviation Depot at
Pensacola, and relocate repair and maintenance
capabilitics for H-1 and 11-60 helicopters 1o
Corpus Christi Army Depot, and the remaining
repait and maintepance activities to the NADEP
at Cherry Point. This relocation wili include
the persenncl and cquipment needed to accom-
modate the new work. In addition, the Com-
mission recommends that the whirl tower and
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dynamic component facility be moved 1o Cherry
Point Navy or Coipus Christi Army Depots or
the private sector, in licu of the Mavy's plan to
retain these operations in a stand-alone facility
at NADEP Pensacola. The Comimission finds this
rccommendation is consistent with the force-
structure plan and final criteria.

Naval Inventory Control Points

Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania

Category: Inventery Control Point
Mission: Naval Aviation Logistical Suppoit
One-time Cost: N/A
Savings: N/A

Annual: N/A
Payback: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close the Aviation Supply Office (ASO), Phila-
delphia, Pennsylvania and relocate necessary
personnel, equipment and support to the Ship
Parrs Control Center (SPCC), Mcechanicsburg,
Penasylvania.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The reductions in the DoD Foree Structure Plan
equate 1o a significant werkload reduction for
the Navy's inventory control points. Since there
is excess capacity in this category the Navy
decided to consolidate their two inventory
control points at onc location. A companion
consideration was the rclocation of the Naval
Supply Systems Command from its present
location in leased space in the National Capital
Region, to a location at which it could be collo-
cated with major subordinate organizations. This
major consolidation of a headquarters witly its
operaiional components can be accomplished
at SPCC, Mechaniesburg with a minimum of
construction and rchabilitaton. The end result
is a signilicanily more effidient and economical
organization.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The Philadelphia community claimed the mili-
tary value assessment for ASO Philadelphia
focused on the inswallation and geography

instead of on the intellectual capacity and
experience of the managers. In addition, the
community maintained the ASO’s rnanagemen.
efficiency, which amounted to just 5% of matcriai
cost, was not considered in the service analysis.
The community also emphasized savings were
overstated because they did not reflect the cost
of operating the ASO.

The community pointed out ASO Philadelphia
was a model of innovation and cost-saving tech-
niques, and movement would require years to
train a new work force to accomplish the sume
results. The community also stated that a con-
solidation of ather activitics in Philadelphia at
the ASO compound would save $350 million.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission {ound the savings 1o be realized

by moving the Naval Aviation Supply Gffice were

exaggerated since the ASO Compound in North

Philadelphia would remain open even after ASO

departed, and the facility’s operating costs were

not included i the cost analysis. The Commission \
did not find a significant syncrgy from collocat-
ing the ASO with the SPCC in Mechanicsharg,
Pennsylvania. The cumulative economic impact ‘
on Philadelphia was also found to be scvere,
with no appreciable savings to the Depariment
of Defense.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Sceretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 4, 5, 6.
Therefore, the Commission recommends the
following: the Naval Aviaton Supply Office,
Philadcelphia, PA, remaius open. The Commis-
sion finds this recommendation is consistent i

with the force-structure plan and final criieria. * )
Technical Centers (SPAWAR)
Naval Air Watfare Center-Aircralt »

Division, Trenton, New Jersey
Category: Technical Center
Mission: Rescarch, Development, Testing,
und Evaluation Support
One-time Cost: $97.0 million
Saviraes: 1994-1999: $31.0 million
Annual: $ 19.3 million
Pavback: T vears
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close the Aircraft Division of the Naval Air
Warfare Center (NAWC) Trenton, New Jersey,
and rclocate appropriate functions, personnel,
cquipment and support to the Amold Engineering
Development Center, Tullahoma, Tennessec, and
the Naval Air Warfare Center, Patuxent River,
Maryland.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

This technical center is recommended fer closure
because its capacity is exces. Lo that required
by the DoD Force Structure Ple. . There is excess
capacity in this category based on a comparison
of budgcted workload during the period 1986-
1995 and the FY 1995 budgeted workload. A
review of the Navy budget displays a clear
decline in the period 1995-1999. As the work
declines, the excess capacity increases thereby
requiring a reduction in facilitics and personnel.
The technical centers throughout the Depart-
ment of the Mavy cunrenily have sigitticant
excess capacity as these technical centers were
established and sized o support significantly
higher naval force levels and require resource
levels greatly in excess of those projected if ali
resources are to be fully cmployed. Given this
excess capacity and the imbalance with force
and resource levels, it is imperative to realign
and compress wherever possible so that the
remaining technical eenters will have the greater
military value to the Department ol the Navy.
The closure of the Trenton Detachment com-
pletes a realignment of NAWCs approved by
the 1991 Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission, with continuing reductions in forces
being supported and in resource levels. Further
consolidations are required so that we may have
the most eflicient and economic operation.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argued Arnold Engincering
Development Center (AEDC) does not have the
capacity to assume NAWC's workload. The com-
munity questioned the ability ol AEDC and
Patuxent River to handle the increased workload
resulting from the 1991 base closure decision
o move work out of Trenton. The community
also pointed o the privale sector’s icreasing

interest in getting out of the testing business,
directing their work to DoD, and making it more
difficult for AEDC to handle the workload. The
community also asserted AEDC receives a
substantial subsidy from the Tennessee Valley
Authority; should this subsidy be rescinded, the
cost for AEDC 1o 4o business would increase
significantly.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found that, unlike many of
the facilities looked at during the process,
the NAWC at Trenton was fully utilized. The
Commission also found there is some risk the
receiving facibties would not be able to handle
the increased workload. However, private-
sector capability olfsets this potential risk. In
sum, the Commission found recciving installa-
tions, and the private sector, could accommodate
the workload from NAWC, Trenton,

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviaic substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria and, therefore,
the Commission adopts the following recom-
mendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close
the Aircraft Division of the Naval Air Warfare
Cenier (NAWC) Trenton, New Jersey, and relocate
appropriate functions, persennel, equipmem and
support to the Arnold Enginecring Development
Center, Tullahoma, Tennessee, and the Naval
Air Warfare Center, Patuxent River, Maryland.
Naval Air Technical Services Facility
Philac 2lphia, Pennsylvania
Caicgory: Technical Center
Mission: Technical Publication Support
One-time Cost: N/A
Savings: N/A
Annual: N/A
Payback: N/A

SUCRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Closc the Naval Air Technical Services Facility,
Philadclphia and relocate certain personnel,
cquipment and support to the new Naval Air
Systems Comimnnd Headquarters, Patuxent
River, Maryland,
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Projected reductions in the DoD Force Structure
Plan results in a decrease in required technical
center capacity. Budget levels and the number
of operating forces being supported by techni-
cal centers continue to decline. The technical
centers throughout the Department of the Navy
currently have significant excess capacity as these
technical centers were established and sized to
support significantly higher force levels and
require resource levels greatly in excess of those
projecied. Given this excess capacity and the
imbalance with forcc and resource levels, it
is imperative te realign and consolidate wherever
possible so that the remaining technical centers
will have the greater military value to the DoD.
Closure of the Technical Services Facility elimi-
nates excess capacity and allows the consolidation
of nccessary functions at the new headquarters
concentration for the Naval Air Systems Com-
mand producing economies and efficiencies in
the management of assigned functions. This
consolidation will also incorporate the Depot
Opcration Center and the Aviation Maintenance
Office currently at Patuxent River.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community noted NATSE and the Aviation
Supply Office, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, have
developed a synergistic relationship in putting
logistics and technical documentation together.
The community cited the potential for estab-
hishing at the facility a central DoD technical
publications organization. Such an organization
could climinate duplicate workload among
the Services and, thus, save moncy. Further,
the community claimed that by remaining in
Philadelphia along with other interservice
organizations, NATSF would maintain a high
degree of perceived impartiality. In contrast,
moving to NAS Paiuxent River would make
NATSI appear to be a Navy organization.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found Dob had not adequately
addressed the true costs and potential savings
ol the proposed action. The Commission found
after segregating this action into a discrect set
of numbers, the one-time cost of $22 million,
coupled with a steady state savings of only $800

thousand, made this an economically unsound
recommendarion, Additionally, the Commission
found compelling the poteniial cost savings and
reduction in workload among the Services of
establishing a joint organization under the
auspices of NATSF.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 1 and
4. Therefore, the Commission adopts the following
recommendation: the Naval Technical Services
Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, remains open.
The Commission finds this recommendation
is consistent with the force-structure plan and
final criteria.

Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory
Port Hueneme, California
Category: Technical Center

Mission: Facility Engineering Studies

One-time Cost: $ 27.0 million

Savings: 1994-99: 37.4 millivn
Annual: $37.3 million

Payback: 8 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close this technical center and realign necessary
functions, personnel, equipment, and support
at the Construction Battalion Center, Port
Hueneme, California.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE jUSTIFICATION
Naval Civil Engineering lLaboratory (NCEL) is
recommended for closure because its capacity
is cxcess to that required by the DoD Force
Structure Plan. There is cxcess capacity in this
category based on a comparison of budgeted
workload durimg the period 1986-1995 and the
FY 1995 budgeted workload. A review ol the
Navy budget displays a clear decline in the
period 1995-1999. Thus, as the work declines,
the cxcess capacity increases thereby requiring
a reduction in facilitics and personnel. The tech-
nical centers throughout the Department of the
Navy currently have significant excess capacity
as these technical centers were established and
sized Lo support significantly higher navai force
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levels and require resource levels greatly in
excess of those prejected if all resourcer are to
be fully employed. Given this excess capacity
and the imbalance with force and resource levels,
it is imperative to realign and compress wherever
possible so that the remaining technical ceniers
will have the greater military value o the Depart-
ment of the Navy. The Department of the Navy
will dispose of this property and any procecds
will be used 10 delray base closure expenses.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the
community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the required engineering
service mission areas of NCEL can be performed
al Construction Battalion Center (CBC) Port
Hucenerne, CA. The move achieved savings in
facility opcerations costs and personnel reduc-
tons by using common support provided by
CBC Port Hueneme and alse provides a 32-acre
watcrlront property lor reusc.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission {inds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviule substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria, and therefore,
the Commission recommends the {ollowing: Close
Naval Civil Engincering Laberatory (NCEL), Port
Hurneme, CA, and realign necessary functions,
personnel, equipment, and support at the
Construction Bauwalion Center, Port Huencme,
Calilornia.
Naval Electronic Centers
Charleston, South Carolina;
Portsmouth, Virginia; St. Inigoes,
Maryland; and Washington, D.C.
Cutegory: Technical Center
Mission: In-Service ngincering
Onc-time Cost: $ +4.4 million
Savings: 1994-99: $ 32.3 million
Annual: $ 111 million
Payback. 11 years
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close Naval Electronics Systems Lngineering
Center (NESEC) St. Inigoes, Maryland, disestab-
lish NESEC Charleston, South Carolina and Naval
Electronics Security Systems Engineering Center
(NESSEC), Washington, DC. Consolidate the
Centers into an East Coast. NESEC at Portsmouth,
Virginia. The ATC/ACLS facility at St. Inigoes
and the Aegis Radio Room Laboratory will
remain in place and will be transferred to
Naval Air Systemss Command.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

This recommendation was rejected by the 1991
DoD Base Closure and Realignment Commission.
In doing so, the Commission stated that DoD
had failed to explore other alternative sites and
had failed to address asserted problems at Ports-
mouth with testing of radars and communica-
tion equipment. Several new factors contributed
1o the renewal of this recolmendation.

The DoD Force Structure Plan shows a signift-
cant further decrease in force structure from
that in 1991, giving tisc to additional excess
capacity. The facilities ar St. Inigoes, Maryland,
once NESEC St. Inigoes relocares 10 Portsimouth,
would be available to support the major reloca-
tion to the Patuxent River complex of the Naval
Air Systems Comimand and several of its subor-
dinate organizations. This move results in both
substantial organizational cfficiencies and eco-
nomics and is a significant clement of the Navy's

coinipliaice with thie DoD policy 10 move
activitics out of leased space in the National
Capital Region (NCR) DoD owned facilities. The
Portsmouiir consolidation includes NESSEC
Washington, DC, resulting in an additional
relocation from leased space in the NCR into
Do owned facilities. The Portsmouth consoli-
dation also achicves a major reduction in
cxeess capacity for these activities and with this
consolidation in Portsmouth, the Navy Manage-
meni Support Office can be consolidated at this
Center. Without the Portsmouih consolidation,
the benelits resulting lrom the synergy of con-
solidating the three centers would not be realized,
and the reduction n exeess capacity would be
adversely impacted.
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The Portsmouth consolidation utilizes, as the
magnet site for this consolidation, the installation
with the highest military value of all activities
in the cluster. A review ol the certified data call
responses indicates that one of the reasons for
this military value rating is NESEC Portsmouth’s
current capability to perform a broad range of
testing functions on a wide variety of commu-
nications and radar systems, including the
Submarine Broadcast System, Relocaiable Over-
the-Horizon Radar, Tactical Secure Voice, and
the AN/SLQ-32(V) 1/2/3/4/5. At its Fleet
Engineering Support Center is a completely
integrated shipboard communications system
that contains a sample of every communications
receiver, transmitter, data link and ancillary
terminal hardware in the LF through UHF
frequency range. The radar systems testing
capability is enbanced by the AN/SSQ-74(V)
Radar and Communications Signal Simulator
with its associaled antenna tarm. These capa-
bilities, particularly when joined with those of
the other activities in this consolidation, gives
the Navy a most formidable technical center
which, because of the consolidation, will he able
o function more economically and efficiently
than these activities could if scparate.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

CHARLESTON

The community contended the closu-e of NESEC
Chnarleston and other bases in Charleston would
have a disastrous economic impact on the com-
munity. The Charleston area has already lost
employment due to retrenchment at Naval Ship-
yard Charleston and expects further losses due
to cutbacks at the Polaris Missile Facility,
Adlantic (POMFLANT). The coinmunity empha-
sized the closure of the NESEC alone would
result in the direct and indirect loss of 3,776
jobs, or 1.6% ol employment base. All of the
proposed basc closures in the Charleston arca
would negatively impact approximately 15% of
the employment base. 1t argued that statewide,
South Carobna stood to be hit harder than
any other state relative to its population. South
Carolina would lose onc-third of all military
jobs and onc-sixth of all the civilian positions
in this round of basc closures.

PORTSMOUTH

The communily indicated electro-magnetic
interference was not a problem. It claimed the
NESEC needs to remain in the Norfolk area.

ST. INIGOES

The community contended the military value
grade for Naval Electronics Systems Engineering
Activity (NESEA) St. Inigoes was understated
because of miscalculations in the technical,
facilities, manpower and location categorics. Alse
the community claimed they did not get credit
for area quality of life capabilities and pointed
out NESEA St. Inigoes had a unique combina-
tion of facilitics suited to its mission that would
not be available at Portsmouth. Accordingly, they
asseited there would be a high loss of skilled
personnel who would not relocate, resulting in
a significantly reduced Navy capability. Tt also
stated that concerns about the consolidation
expressed by the 1991 Commission were not
addressed by the Navy in 1993. The commu-
nity also expressed concern about the sharply
increased unemployment in St. Mary’s County,
Maryland, associated with the closure of NESEA,
St. Inigoes that would take place if the NCR
relocation does not backfill through the transf: -
of Naval Air System Comimnand to NAS Patuxent
River, MD.

WASHINGTON

There were not formal expressions {rom the
community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Conumssion fully supports the Navy's effort
to consolidate the Naval Electronics Systems
Engineering Centers and Activitics. However,
the Commission found that while NESEC
Portsimouth is not responsible for clectro-
magnetic interference (EMI) problems, the EMI
situation in Portsmouth is of sufficicnt concern
that it should not be the iast Coast Electronics
Center. Furthermore, the cost of renovating and
building facilities ar st. Julien's Creck was found
to be unaceeptably high. The Connaission found
the most economical solution providing a rela-
tively EMI free environment is the consolidation
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of the NESECs and NESEA at Charleston, South
Carolina. Finally the cumulative economic impact
resulting from Commission recommendations to
close multiple Charleston Naval facilities would
be severe.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 1, 2, 5
and 6. Therefore, the Commission recommends
the following: Naval Flectronics Systems Engi-
neering Center (NESEC), Charleston remains
open and becomes the new East Coast lead
facility. The Commission provides for the
retention of Charleston Naval Station and
Naval Shipyard facilities that are deemed
necessary to establish or support this East
Coast NESEC. NESSEC, Washington closes and
moves to NESEC, Charleston. NESEC, Porismouth
closes and moves to NESEC, Charleston, except
for a detachment of fewer than 60 pecople.
NESEA, St. Inigoes closes and moves to NESEC,
Chatleston. Moduie Maintenance Facility moves
rom Charleston Naval Shipyard to NESEC
Charleston. The ATC/ACLS facility, the Aegis
Radio Room Laboratory, Identily Friend or Foe,
Light Airborne Multipurpose System (LAMPS),
and special warfare joint program support
al St. Inigoes will remain in place and will be
transferred o Naval Air Systems Command. The
Commission finds this recommendation is consis-
tent with the force-structure plan and final criteria.

Navy Radio Transmission Facility
Annapolis, Maryland

Category: Telecommunications Activity

Mission: Naval Telecommunications

One-time Cost: $ -0.5 million (Savings)

Savings: 1994-99: $ 6.025 million
Annual: $ 137 thousand

Payback: Immediate

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION
Discstablish the Navy Radio Transmission Facility

(NRT1), Annapolis. The Navy shall retain the
real property on which this facility resides.
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE jJUSTIFICATION

This action is recommended to eliminate redun-
dancy in geographic coverage in Naval telecom-
munications. P'rojected reductions contained in
the DoD Force Structure Plan support a decrease
in telecommunications capacity. South-Atlantic
VLF communications coverage is duplicated by
the NRTF Annapolis and NCTS Puerto Rico,
and the Mid-Atlantic VLF by NRTF Annapolis
and NRTF Cutler, Maine. Since both the Puerto
Rico and the Maine facilities also are the sole
coverage for another geographic area, and since
NRTE Annapolis is not, it could be disestablished
without eliminating coverage. The property on
which this activity has been sited will be
retained by the Navy to support educational
requirements at the Naval Academy.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argued the NRTF Annapolis
signal was more dependable than NRTF Cutler,
Maine. The community believed the work ol
NRTF Annapolis could be done with substan-
tially fewer people than are used presently creating
a greater cost savings. This cost savings would
allow the Navy to maintain the radio facility.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the transmission coverage
of NRTF Annapolis created a redundancy in
the area covered. The primary facility, NRTF
Cutler, Maine, was essentiel to the geographic
configuration of the Naval telecommunications
could be climinated with no loss of trans-
mission coverage. The retained land would be
utilized by the U.S. Naval Academy to support
educational requirements.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Delense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
stracture plan and final criteria. Theretore, the
Commission rccommends the following: dis-
cstablish the Navy Radio Transmission Facility
Annapolis, Maryland. The Navy shall retain the
real property on which this facility vesides.
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Navy Radio Transmission Facility
Driver, Virginia
Categery: Telecommunications Activity
Mission: Naval Telecommunications
One-time Cost: $478 thousand
Savings: 1994-99: $9.821 million
Annual: $2.06 million
Payback: Immediate

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Closc the Navy Radio Transmission Facility
(NRTF), Driver.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

This closure is recommended te eliminate redun-
dancy in geographic coverage in Naval telecom-
munications. Projected reductions contained in
the DoD Force Structure Plan support a decrease
in telecommunications capacity. Mid-Atlantic
high frequency communications coverage is
duplicated by NRTF Driver and NRTT Saddle
Branch, Florida.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal cxpressions from the
community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the coverage provided
by NRTI Driver was redundant to the coverage
provided by NRTF Saddle Branch. The primary
facility, NRTF Saddle Branch, was essential o
the geographic configuration of the Naval
telecommunications mission. The Commission
found NRTT Driver could be eliminated withowt
loss of transmission coverage.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission tinds the Secrctary ol Defensce
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: Closc
the Navy Radio Transmis ion Facitity (NRTE),
Driver, Virginia.

Technical Centers (NAVSEA)

Naval Surface Warfare Center—
Dahlgren, White Oak Detachment,
White Oak, Marylard

Category: Technical Center

Mission: Rescarch, Development. Testing,
and Evaluation Support

One-time Cost: $ 74.6 million

Savings: 1994-99: § -33.2 miilion (Cost)
Annual: $ 21.9 million

Payback: 9 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Disestablish the White Oak Dectachment of
the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC),
(Dahlgren), located at White QOak, Maryland.
Relocate its functions, personnel, equipment
and support to NSWC-Dahlgren, Virginia. The
property and facilities ar White Oak will be
eiained for use by the Navy so that it may,
among other things, relocaie the Naval Sca
Systems (NAVSEA) Command [rom leased
spacc in Arlington, Virginia.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE jUSTIFICATION

This technical center is recommended for closure
becausc its capacity is excess to that required
by the DoD Force Structure Plan. There is excess
capacity in this category bascd on a comparison
of budgeted workload during the period 1986-
1995 and the FY 1995 budgeted workioad.
A review of the Navy budget displays a clear
deciine in the period 1995-1999. As the work
declines, the excess capacity increases thereby
requiring a reduction in facilitics and personnel.
The technical centers throughout the Depart-
ment of the Navy currently have significant excess
capacity as these technical centers were estab-
lished and sized 10 support signiticantly higher
naval force levels and require resource levels
greatly in excess of those projected if all
resources are to be {ully employed. Given this
excess capacity and the imbalance with foree
and resource levels, it is imperative 1o realign
and compress wherever possible so that the
remaining technical centers will have the greater
military value to the Department ol the Navy.
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the
cammunity.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the consolidation of
personnel and functions contained in this
recommendation makes sensc from an opera-
tional perspective. The Commission also {ound
the driving factor behind this planned action is
not predicated upon, nor dependent upon, other
actions within the National Capital Region.

The Secretary suggested a revision to his March
1993 recommendation. The Commiission found
that the revised proposal had a higher military
value and should be adopted.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds that the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from the force structure
and final criterion 1. Therefore, the Commis-
sion recommends the following: disestablish the
White Oak Detachmem of the Naval Surface
Warfare Center (NSWQC), (Dahlgren), located at
White Oak, MD. Relocate its functions, personnel,
cquipment, and support to NSWC-Dahlgren, VA,
NSWC-Indian Head, Indian Head, MD, and
NSWC-Dahlgren, Coastal Systems Station,
Panama City, FL. The property and facilitics at
White Oak will be retained for use by the Navy
so that it may, among other things, relocate the
Naval Sea Systems (NAVSEA) Command from
leased space in Arlington, VA, The Commission
finds this recommendation is consistent with
the foree-structure plan and final criteria.
Naval Surface Warfare Center—
Carderock, Annapolis Detachment,
Annapolis, Maryland
Category: Technical Center
Mission: Research, Development, Testing,
And Evaluation Support
Once-time Cost: N/A
Suvings: N/A
Annual: N/A
Payback: N/A
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Disestablish the Naval Surface Warfare Center
(NSWC)-Carderock, Annapolis Detachment,
Annapolis, Maryland, and relocate the necessary
functions, personncl, equipment and support
to the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWQ)-
Carderock, Philadelphia Detachment, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania, and NSWC-Carderock, Bethesda,
Maryland.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

This technical center is recommended for
disestablishment because its capacity is cxcess
to that required by the Dol3 Force Structure
Plan. There is excess capacity in this catcgory
based on a comparison of budgeted workload
during the period 1980-1995 and the FY 1995
budgeted workload. A review of the Navy budget
displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999.
Thus, as the work declines, the excess capacity
increases thereby reauiring a reduction in
facilities and personnei. The technical centers
throughout the Department of the Navy cur-
rently have significant excess capacity as these
technical centers were established and sized 10
support significantly higher naval force levels
and require resource levels greatly in excess of
those projected if all resources are to be fully
employed. Given this excess capacity and the
imbalance with force and resource levels, it is
imperative to realign and compress wherever
possible so that the remaining technical centers
will have the greater military valuc o the
Department of the Navy.,

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The Annapelis community stressed in 19917 the
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Com-
mission found NSWC Armapolis essential to
current and future mission requirements, The
community noted the site facilities were acknowl-
edged to be superior by the 1991 Commission.
The community also highlighted the high
relention rates among an cxll‘cnlcly cducated
and experienced staff. It also emphasized the
Navy's analysis of cxcess capacity was global
and not specilic to the work done at NSWC
Annapolis. The community maintained the
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services provided by NSWC Annapolis were
essential regardless of downsizing, and it would
be expensive and time-consuming to replicate
the facility’s services clsewhere. The community
also objected 1o the Navy's plan to implement this
realignnient proposal since it would require engi-
neers Lo commute Lo Annapolis, Maryland, from
their new offices in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania,
and Bethesda, Maryland in order 1o conduct
routine on-going rescarch and develepment.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the DoD recommenda-
tion overstated the potential savings from the
proposed action by not taking into account added
costs and inefliciencies, resulting {rom having
engineering personnel separated from their
test facility., Additionally, one of the primary
motives of this recommendation appears to be
reduction in personncl.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Scerctary of Delense
deviated substantially from final criteria 4 and
5 and, therefore, adopts the following recom-
mendation: the Naval Surface Warfare Center,
Annapelis, MD, remains open and is not
discstablished. The Commission linds this
recommendation is consistent with the force-
structure pian and linal criteria.

Naval Surface Warfare Center-
Port Hueneme, Virginia Beach
Detachment, Virginia Beach,
Virginia

Category: Technical Center

Mission: Technical Support of Shiphoard Systeins

Onc-time Cost: $ 2.0 million

Savings: 1994-99: $ 8.1 million
Annual: $ 6.9 million

Paybuck: 3 yedrs

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Disestablish the Virginia-Beach Detachment of
the Naval Surface Wartare Center, Port Hueneme
and relocate its functions, personnel, cquipment
and support to the Fleet Combat Training Center,
Dam Neck, Virginia,

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

This technical center is recommended for
disestablishment hecause s capacity s excess
1o that required by the DoD Foree Structure
Plan. There is excess capacity in this category
based on a comparison of budgeted workload
during the périod 1986-1995 and the FY 1995
hudgeted workload. A review of the Navy budget
displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999,
As the work declines, the excess capacity
increases thereby requiring a reducdon in
facilitics and personnel. The technical centers
throughout the Department of the Navy
currently have significant excess capacity as these
technical centers were established and sized 1o
support signilicantly higher naval force levels
and require resource Jevels greatly in excess of
those projected if all resources are 1o be fully
employed. Given this excess capacity and the
imbalance with force and resource levels, it is
imperative 1o realign and compress wherever
possible so that the remaining technical centers
will have the greater military value to the
Department of the Navy.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argued relocating the Virginia
Beach Detachment of the Naval surface Wartare
Center, Port Hueneme, to the Fieet Combat Training
Center, Dam Neck, Virginia, would destroy
in-service engineering  workload  synergies
created by the 1991 Defense Base Closure’s
realignment of the Virginia Beach Detachment
ol the Naval Surface Wartare Center, Port
Huceneme, to FCOSSA Dam Neck. Further, the
community pointed out the iriationality of moving
the Virginia Beach Detachment of the Naval
Surface Warfare Center, Port Hueneme, away
from a similar in-service engine unction
to the Fleet Combat Training Center Atlantic,
Dam Neck, Virginia, which is a training function.
The community also contended the 1993 Delense
Base Closure Commission's estimated savings
reflect planned personnel reductions, not
reductions in overhead costs.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the proposed dis-
establishment involved a minimal physical
relocation. The proposed move to a larger base
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would allow the Navy to gain some operational
clficiencics not otherwise achievable.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Delense
did not deviate substantially {from the force-
structure plan and final criteria, and therefore
the Commission adopts the following recom-
mendation of the Secretary of Defense: disestablish
the Virginia Beach Detachment of the Naval
Surface Warfare Center, Port Hucneme, and
relocate its functions, personnel, equipment,
and support to the Fleet Combat Training
Center, Dam Neck, Virginia.

Naval Undersea Warfare Center—
Norfolk Detachment, Norfolk,
Virginia

Category: Technical Center

Mission: In-scrvice engineering in support
of underwater vehicles

One-time Cost: $ 18.0 million

Savings: 1994-99: $ 6.0 million
Annual: $ 5.0 million

Payback: ¢ years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Disestablish the Norfolk Detachment of the
Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport, Rhode
Island, and relocate its functions, personnel,
cquipment and support to the Naval Undersea
Wariare Center (NUWC), Newport, Rhode Island.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

This technical center is recommended for closure
because its capacity is excess 1o that required
by the approved DoD Foice Structure Plan. There
is excess capacity in this category based on a
comparison of budgeted workload during the
period 1986-1995 and the FY 1995 budgeted
workload. A review of the Navy budget displays
a clear decline in the period 1995-1999. Thus,
as the work declines, the excess capacity
increases thereby requiring a reduction in
facilitics and personnel. The technical ceniers
throughout the Department of the Navy
cwrrently have significant excess capacity as
these technical centers were established and sized
to support significantly higher naval foree levels
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and require resource levels greatly in excess of
those projected if all resources are to be fully
employed. Given this excess capacity and the
imbalance with force and resource levels, it is
imperative to realign and compress wherever
possible so that the remaining technical centers
will have the greater military value to the
Department of the Navy.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community belicved the Navy understated
the Warfare Center’s military value ranking by
not fully considering the installation’s wide range
of engineering and logistics services. The com-
munity staled in-service engineering facilities
should be located near fleet customers to be
responsive. By moving the Center’s activities to
Newport, Rhode Island, the Navy would be
moving those services farther away {rom the
customers.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the Navy had under-
stated the costs asseciated with the proposed
closure of NUWC Norfolk in two areas. First,
transportation costs associated with the proposed
relocation of activities had been underestimated.
Second, the cost 1o the Navy of getting out of
its current lease in Norfolk had not been
adequately stated. The Commission also found the
activities in Newport and Norfolk were organi-
zationally linked, and increased efficicacies and
synergy would be gained from their coilo-
cation. This ncrease 1 the operanional
functioning of the combined organization out-
weighs the costs associated with the closure
ol the Norfelk facility, and the resulting
relocation to Newport.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially irom the force struc-
ture plan and final criteria and, therefore, the
Commission adopts the following recommen-
dation of the Sceretary of Defense: disestablish
the Norfolk Deiachment of the Naval Undersea
Warfure Center, Newport, Rhode Island, and
relocate its functions, personnel, equipment and
support to the Naval Undersea Warlare Center,
Newport, Rhode Island.
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Planning, Engineering for Repair
and Alteration Centers (PERA)

Category: Technical Centers

Maission: Ship Repair Planning

PERA (CV)

One-time Cost: $ 6.3 million

Savings: 1994-99. $ -4.46 million (Cost)
Annual: $ 0.74 million

Payback: 17 ycars

PERA (All others combined)
Onc-time Cost: $ 8.9 million
Savings: $ 1.2 million

Annual: $ 2.3 million
Payback: 7 ycars

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Discstablish the following four technical centers
and relocate necessary functions, personncl,
equipment, and support at the Supervisor of
Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair, San Dicgo,
California, Portsmouth, Virginia and Newport
News, Virginia:
(PERA)-(CV), Bremerton, Washington,
(PERA)-(Surface) Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia,
(PERA)-(Surface) Pacitic, San Francisco,
California,
(PERA)-(Surface) (HQ), Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

These technical centers are recommended lor
disestablishment because their capacity is excess
to that required by the DoD Force Structure
Plan. There is excess capacity in this category
based on a comparison of budgeted workload
during the period 1986-1995 and the FY 1995
budgeted workload. A review of the Navy budget
displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999.
Thus, as the work declines, the excess capacity
increases thereby requiring a reduction in
facilities and personnel. The technical centers
throughout the Department of the Navy
currently have significant excess capacity as
these technical centers were established and
sized to support significantly higher naval lorce
levels and require resource levels greatly in
cxcess of those projected if all resources are to

be fully employed. Given this excess capacity
and the imbalance with force and resource
levels, it is imperative to realign and compress
wherever possible so that the remaining tech-
nical centers will have the greater military value
to the Department of the Navy.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS
(PERA Surface, Philadelphia)

The community stated the Navy's study of PERA
Philadelphia was fundamentally flawed because
the community alleged the Navy did not use
certified data. Furthermore, the community
claimed the Navy's proposal could not realize
real savings in cither personnel or monctary terms
because the projected elimination of positions
could not actually occur. The community also
stated the Navy did not consider an alternative
propoesal from the community that would save
$16 million.

(PERA CV, Bremerton)
The community stated the mission of PFRA (CV)
was substantially different from both PERA
(Surface) and Supervisor of Shiphuilding. Tt
noted the move of PERA (CV) would not break-
evern for seventeen years——the longest break-¢ on
period of any naval activity recommended for
closure or realignment.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

In the case of PERA (HQ) Philadelphia, the Com-
mission found the Navy’s recommendation was
bascd on cerufied dawa, and the personnci
reductions proposed by the Navy were reason-
able. The consolidation proposed for the PERA
centers allows for efficiencies ol collocation.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Sceretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the {ollowing: dis-
cstablish the following four technical centers
and rclocate necessary functions, personnel,
cquipment, and support at the Supervisor
of Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair, San
Dicgo, California, Portsmouth, Virginia and
Newport News, Virginia:
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(PERA)-(CV), Bremerton, Washington,
(PERA)-(Surtace) Atlantic, Norlolk,
Virginia,
(PERA)-(Surlace) Pacific, San Francisco,
California,
(PERA)-(Surface) (HQ), Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania.
Sea Automated Data Systems Activity
Indian Head, Maryland
Category: Technical Center
Mission: Data Autemation Support
Once-time Cost: $ -0.1 million (Savings)
Savings: 1994-99: 5 0.1 million
Annual: $ 0.5 million
Puybuack: 6 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Discstablish the Sea Automated Data Systems
Activity (SEAADSA) and relocate necessary fune-
tions, personnel, equipment, and support at Naval
Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) Indian ilead,
Maryland.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

This technical center is recommended for
disestablishment because its capacity is excess
to that required by the DoD {orce-Structure
Plan. There is excess capacity in this category
based on a comparison of budgeted workload
during the period 1986-1995 and the FY 1995
budget workload. A review of the Navy budget
displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999.
Thus, as the work declines, the excess capacity
increases thereby requiring a reduction in
facilities and personnel. The technical centers
throughout the Department of the Navy
currently have significant excess capacity as these
technical centers were established and sized to
support signiicantly higher naval foree levels
and require resource levels greatly in excess of
those projected il all resources are to be fully
cmployed. Given this excess capacity and the
imbalance with force and resource levels, it is
imperative 1o realign and compress wherever
possible so that the remaining technical centers
will have the greater mititary value 1o the
Departinent of the Navy,
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the
community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found there was excess capac-
ity in the Technical Center base category.
Considering the need to realign and consoli-
date these facilitics wherever puossible, and
considering the feasibility of consolidating this
tacility in particular, the Commission found it
was in the best interests of the Navy 1o discstablish
SEAADSA Indian Head, MD. The proposed
action is primarily organizational. The one-
time costs of the proposed action are negligible,
and the disestablishiment of SEAADSA pays
for itself almost immediately.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission adopts the following recommen-
dation of the Sccrctary of Defense: Disestablish
the Sca Automated Data Systems Activity
(SEAADSA) and relocate necessary functions,
personnel, equipment, and support at Naval
Surface Warfare Center (NSWC). Indian Head,
Maryland.

Submarine Maintenance,
Engineering, Planning and

Procurement Partemonth
Frocuremen t, Foricmouth,

New Hampshire
Category: Technical Center
Mission: Ship Repair Planning
One-time Cost: $ 1.2 million
Savings: 1994-99: § 8.7 million

Annual: § 2.6 million
Payback: 3 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Discstablish the Submarine Maintenance, Engi-
neering, Planning and Procurement (SUBMEPP),
New Hampshive, and relocate the necessary
functions, personnel, cquipment, and support
at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine.




Chapter 1

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

This technical center is recommended for
discstablishment because its capacity is excess
to that required by the Dol Foree Structure
Plan. There is excess capacity in this category
based on a comparison of budgeted workload
during the period 1986-1995 and the I'Y 1995
budget workload. A review ci the Navy budget
displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999.
Thus, as the work declines, the excess capacity
increases thereby requiring a reduction in
faciliries and personnel. The technical centers
throughout the epartnent of the Navy
currently have significant excess capacity as
these weehnical centers were established and sized
to support significantly higher naval force
levels and require resource levels greatly in
excess of those projected if all resources are to
be fully employed. Given this excess capacity
and the imbalance with force and resource
levels, it is imperative to vealign and compress
wherever possible so that the remaining tech-
nical centers will have the greater military value
1o the Department of the Navy.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The employees expressed concerre that, as a part
of the shipyard, SUBMLPP might be forced o
raisc their man-day rate, thereby decreasing their
ability to serve the fleet. 1t also noted they are
expected to represent the customers of the ship-
yard, and might not be viewed as an honest
broker if not estabiished as a tenant command
of the shit ard.

COMMISGION FINDIMGS

The Commission lound the Navy decision was
based on sound data, Once moved 1o the ship-
vard, the former SUBMEPE would remain
under the jurisdiction of the Naval Sca Systems
Command, which could determine the most
eflective management organization.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretery of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the foree-
structure plan and final criteria. Therclore, the
Conumission reconnnends the foltowing:

disestablish the Submarine Mainienance, Engi-
neering, Planning and Procurement (SUBMEPT),
New Hampshire, and relocate the necessary funce-
tions, personncel, equipment, and support al
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine.,

Naval Supply Centers

Fleet and Industrial Supply
Center (Naval Supply Center)
Charleston, South Carolina

Category: Supply Center

Mission: Supply Support

One-time Cost: $ 9 million

Savings: 1994-99: $ 23.2 million
Antual: $ 10.6 million

Payback: Immediale

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Disestablish the Tleet and Industrial Supply
Center (Naval Supply Center) Charleston.,

SECRETARY OF DEFENEE JUSTIFICATION

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply
Center) Charleston's capacity is excess 1o the
requirements of the Do Force Structure Plan.
The principal customers of Fleet and Industrial
Supply Center (Naval Supply Center) Charleston,
the Charlestor Naval Shipyard and the Naval
Station Charleston, have been recommended for
closure, The workload of Fleet and Industiial
Supply Center (Naval Supply Center) Charleston
will move with its custemer’'s workload o
receiving bases.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The Charleston community asserted a large number
of people will still be needed to support con-
tracting throughout the Southeast as well as
varjous supphy functions in the Charleston area.
The community also pointed out that the reten-
tion ol the quality jobs at FISC Charleston would
help to mitigate the cumulative economic 1m-
pact of the 1ccommended closure of mukiiple
activitics in the Charleston arca. The commu-
nity further emphasized the cumulative ceonomic
impact on Charleston will be even greater when
combined with the significant drawdowns that
have alicady occurred since 1989,
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The community viewed the amount of shipping
required Lo move materials to Norfolk as unrealisti-
cally low. The community also suggested that
Cheatham Annex be closed instead of the Fleet
and Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply
Center), Charleston because it had a lower
military value.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found that despite the closure
of Charleston’s Shipyard and Naval Station, there
still remains sufficient workload 10 justify the
existence of a supply presence in the Charleston
arca, in the form of a downsized FISC to sup-
port Navy requirements in the region now served
by FISC Charleston. FISC Charleston has been
the major contracting office for Navy and other
Government agencies in the Southeastern United
States and has an expertise in this arca which
could be retained in the downsized FISC. The
total closure of FISC Charleston would leave
that arca, including the Weapons Station and
the Naval Flectronics Systems Engineering Center,
without contract and supply suppert that FISC
did provide.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commiission finds ti.e Secrctary of Defense
deviated substantially from final eriterion 1.
Therefore, the Commission recommends the
following: partially discstablish Naval Supply
Center (NSC) Charleston, South Carolina, and
retain tine facilities and personnel appropriate
for the comiinued suppoit of Navy activites
in the Charleston, South Carolina area. The
Commission linds this rccommendation is
consistent with the force-structure plan and
final criteria.

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center

(Naval Supply Center)
Oakland, California
Category: Supply Center
Mission: Supply Support
Onc-time Cost: N/A
Suvings: N/A
Annual: N/A
Paybuck: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center
{Naval Supply Center) Oakland, including the
Naval Supply Depot, Point Molate, and relocate
two supply ships to the Fleet and Industrial
Supply Center (Naval Supply Center), San Diego.
The Office of the Military Sealift Comimand,
Pacific Division, relocates to leased space in the
Qakland area.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center’s (Naval Supply
Centery, Oakland, capacity is excess o the
requirements of the DoD Force Structure Plan.
The principal customers of Fleet and Industrial
Supnly Center (Naval Supply Center) Oakland;
Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda; Naval Hosnital,
Oakland; Mare Island Naval Shipyard and
Naval Station Treasure lIsland have also been
recommended for closure. The workload of Fleet
and Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply
Center) Oakland will move with its customers
1o other locations.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The Oakland community argued the Tleet and
Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply Center),
Oakland, is Tocated at a major transportation
hub on the west coast that uniquely offers access
o air, rail, land, and sea transportation ports.

The community added the Fleet and Industrial
Supply Center (Naval Supply Center), Oakiand,
has legal authorily 1o negotiate a lease with the
Port of Qakland for the port 10 construct a
new container facility on Flect and Industrial
Supply Center (Naval Supply Center), Oakland,
property. It pointed out the lease payments would
support Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (Neval
Supply Center) opcrations and the Navy still
has reversion rights in contingency situations,
which are statutorily protected.

The Qakland community argued the Quakland
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center’s (Naval Supply
Center) major custoniers were not Jocal. The
center’s major customers were the ships located
throughout the Western Pacific commands.
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The community further argued the Tleet and
Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply Zenter),
Qakland, also acted as a naval station and was
the primary berthing site for ships officially
homeported at Naval Weapons Station, Concord,
CA. In addition, Fleet and Industrial Supply
Center (Naval Supply Center), Oakland, had
many tenants and not all costs were identificd
to relocate these tenants.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the Secretary of Defense
based his recommendation to close the Fieet
and Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply
Center), Oakland on the excess capacity found
in the overall capability at the Flect and Indus-
trial Supply Centers.

The primary customers of the Center are not
local. The ships and shore commands found in
the Mid- and Western Pacific rely extensively
on FISC Oakland for supply support. While many
of the Center’s local customers are being closed,
this workioad is only a smail part of the
business base, thus justifying retention of FISC
Oakland.

The Commission found the Fleet and Industrial
Supply Center (Naval Supply Center), Oakland
was ideally located on the west coast in a major
transportation hub offering major access 1o air,
rail, land, and sca transportation ports which
greatly enhances it military value.

The Commission also found that the quality,
Oakland helped to mitigate the cumulative cco-
nomic impacts ol other Bay Arca commands
recommended for closure.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Conmnmission finds the Sceretary of Defense
deviated substantially from criteria 1, 3 and
6. Therclore, the Commission recommends 1he
following: Naval Supply Center (NSC) Oakland,
California, remains open. The Commission finds
this rccommendation is consistent with the foree-
structure plan and final criteria.

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center
(Naval Supply Center)
Pensacola, Florida

Category: Supply Center

Mission: Logistics Support for the Naval Aviation
Depot Pensacola

Onc-time Cost: $7.9 million

Savings: 1994-99: $29.06 million
Annual: $ 6.7 millien

Payback: O ycars

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Disestablish the Naval Supply Center (NSC)
Pensacola.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

NSC Pensacola’s capacity is excess to the
requirements of the DoD Force Structure Plan.
The principal customer of NSC Pensacola, the
Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, is also recom-
mended for ciosure. The workioad of NSC
Fensacela will move with its customers’ work-
load 10 receiving bases.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community stated that persennel from the
Jocal commands’ supply departments were trans-
ferred to what is now Fleet and Industrial
Supply Center (Naval Supply Center), Pensacola,
in order to partially salf that organizaion. There-
fore, savings would be substantially less than
perceived by the Navy, even if NADEP Pensacola
were closed because the remaining activities could
require the Jogistics support ol the Fleet and
Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply Center).
It was also a concern of the community if NADEP
Pensacola remained open, all supply support
for this activity weuld have to come from NADED
Jacksonvilie, which it perecives 1o be inadequate
support.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the Fleet and Industrial
supply Center’s (Naval Supply Center) primary
customer at ensacola is the Naval Aviation
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Depot. The Commission found that since the
Naval Aviation Depot is recommended by the
Commission for closure, the workload require-
ment would dininish significantly and excess
capacity would result.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate subsiantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: dis-
establish the Naval supply Center (NSC), Pensacola,

National Capital Regional (NCR)
Activities

National Capital Regional (NCR)
Activities

Category: National Capital Region

Mission: Personnel

One-time Cost: $ 427 million

Savings: 1994-99: % -66 million (Cost)
Annngi: $ 110 miliion

Payback: 2-14 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Realign Navy National Capital Region activitics
and relocate them as loliows:

Naval Air Systems Command
10 Naval Air Station
Putuxent River, Maryland

Naval Supply Systems Command
(Including Food Service Sysiem
Ollice, and Delense Printing
Management Systems Office)

to Ship Parts Convrol Uenter
Mcchanicsburg, Pennsvivimia
Burcau ol Naval Personiel
(ncluding Office of Military
Manpower Management) to
Naval Air Station

Memphis, Tennessee

Naval Receruiting Command
to Naval Training Center
Grea Lakes, Hlinois

Naval Sccurity Group Command
(Including Security Group Station
and Sccurity Group Detachment,
Potomac) 10 National Sccurity Agency
Fort Mcade, Maryland

Tactical Support Office 1o

Commander-in-Chicf

Adantic Flcet

Norfolk, Virginia
Relocate the following Nauonal Capital Region
activities from leased space to Government-owned
space within the NCR, to include the Navy An-
nex, Arlington, Virginia, Washington Navy Yard,
Washington, D.C.; 3801 Nebraska Avenue, Wash-
ington, D.C.; Marine Corps Combat Develop-
ment Commang, Quantico, Virginia; or the White
Oak facility, Silver Spring, Maryland:

Naval Sea Systems Command
Naval Facilities Engincering Command
Space and Naval Warfare Systems
Command
Office of the General Counsel
OUffice of the Judge Advocate General
Navy Field Support Activity
Office of the Secretavy of the Navy
o legislative Affairs
* Program sippraisal
+ Compturoller
* nspector General
* Information
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations
Office of Civilian Manpower Management
International Programs Olfice
Combined Civilian Personnel Office
Navy Regional Contracting Center
Naval Criminal Investigative Service
Naval Audit Service
Strategic Systems Programs Difice
Olfice of Naval Rescarch
Office of the Deputy Chiel of Staft
(Installations & Logistics),
U.s. Marine Corps
Office of the Deputy Chiel of Stalf
(Manpower & Reserve Affairs),
U.S. Marine Corps
Marine Corps Systems Comimand
(Clarendon Office)
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The State of Virginia, and Arlington County in
particular, argued they would suller an uniair
and disproportionate share of job losses from
the recommended NCR actions. The commu-
nity also challenged the COBRA cost savings
estimated for these recommendations. It asserted
the military construction (MILCON) and travel
costs were understated at receiver locations,
present and {uture lease costs for current office
space were overstated, and the elimination of
personnel associated with these realignments and
relocations rclied on unsubstantiated expecta-
tions. Further, the community asserted all
required personnel reductions could be made
in placc.

COMMISSION FINIT'NGS

The Commission found cost savings produced
through realigning NCR activities were substantial.
The Commission found significant military value
in the consolidation of NCR missions at receiver
incations. With respeet 10 various unsoliciied
and revocable lease and sale offers for buildings
in Northern Virginia presently occupied by Navy
tenants, the Comrission did not have the infor-
mation or expertise 1o evaluate property whether
the “offers” provided the best value to the govern-
ment or if they met the Navy's requirements.
Morcover, the Cominission was not the appro-
priate entity to accept or reject the proposals.
If, after careful scrutiny of these or other
proposals, the Navy wishes to seck purchasc of
these or any focilities, it can submit a recom-
mended change concerning these NCR activities
to the 1995 Commission.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission found the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Thereltore, the
Commission recommends the following:

Realign Navy National Capital Region
activities and relocate them as follows:

Naval Air Systems Command 1o
Naval Aiv Station
Patuxent River, Maryland

Naval Supply Systems Command
(Including Food Service System
Office, and Delense Printing
Management Systems Office)

to Ship Parts Control Center
Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania

Burcau of Naval Personnel
(Including Office of Military
Manpower Management) to
Naval Air Station

Memphis, Tennessee

Naval Recruiting Command
to Naval Training Center
Great Lakes, Winois

Maval Security Group Command
(Including Security Group Station
and Security Group Detachment,
Potomac) to National Security Agency
Fort Meade, Maryland

Tactical Support Office
to Commander-in-Chiel
Atlantic Fleet

Norfolk, Virginia

Relocate the following National Capital
Region activities from leased space o
Government-owned space within the
NCR, to include the Navy Annex,
Arlington, Virginia; Washington Navy
Yard, Washington, D.C.; 3801 Ncbraska
Avenue, Washinglon, D.C.; Marine Corps
Combat Development Command, Quantico,
Virginia; or the White QOak facility, Silver
Spring, Maryland:
Naval Sca Systems Comniand
Naval Tacilities Engincering Command
Space and Naval Warfare Systems
Command
Office of the General Counsel
Office of the Judge Advocate General
Navy Ficld Support Activity
Office ol the Secretary of the Navy
* Legislative Affairs
* Program Appraisal
* Comptroller
* Inspector General
* Information
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Office of the Chief of Naval Opcrations
Oftfice of Civilian Manpower Maragement
International Programs Office
Combined Civilian Peysonnel Office
Navy Regional Contracting Center
Naval Criminal Investigative Service
Naval Audit Service
Strategic Systems Programs Office
fice of Naval Research
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff
(Installations & Logistics),
U.S. Marine Corps
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff
(Manpower & Reserve Aifairs),
U.S. Marine Corps
Marine Corps Systems Command
(Clarendon Olfice)

1st Marine Corps District
Garden City, New York

Category: Administrative Activity

Mission: Recruiting support

One-time Cost: $ N/A

Savings: 1994-99: § N/A
Annual: $ N/A

Paybuack: N/A

SECKETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close the 1st Marine District, Garden City, New
York and relocate necessary personnel, equip-
ment and support to the Defense Distribution
Region East, New Cumberland, Pennsylvania.
The Defense Contract Maragement Area Office,
a preseni tenant in the facility occupied by this
activity as its host, wiit remam in place and
assume responsibility for this facility. he Marine
Corps Reserve Center, Garden City will relo-
cate to Foru Hamilton, New York,

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The reauctions in force structure require a
reduction of capacity in administrative activi-
ties. Consolidation of this activity inwo a joint
seivices orgamzation will enhance its ability
to discharge its nussion most cficctively and
cconomicatly.
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community opposed the relocation of the
First Marine Corps District to New Cumberland,
Pennsylvania. Citing the long history of Marine
service in Garden City, the community asserted
the Marines were an integral part of the com-
munity. The Marine Corps supported relocation
of this recruiting support activity to Pennsylvania
to locate it more centrally within the nine-state
arca it services. However, relocation of the
Marine Corps Reserve Activity to Fort Hamileon,
Brooklyn, New York, would not be cost effec-
tive since Fort Hamilton does not have adequate
facilities. The community suggested an alierna-
tive to collocate with an existing reserve {acility
within a reasonable commuting distance from
Garden City, or become a tenant of the Defense
Contract Management Area Office.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found military construction
would be required at Fort Hamilten, New York,
o accommodate the relocation of the Marine
Corps Reserve Center. The Commission found
this additional military construction was neither
cost effective nor necessary from a military
perspective.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission {inds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from f{inal criterion
4. Therefore, the Commission recommends the
following: the 1st Marine Corps District, Garden
City, New York, will remain open. The Com-
mission finds this recommendation is consis-
tent with the force-structure pian and final criteria.

DoD Family Housing and Family
Housing Office, Niagara Falls,
New York
Category: Miscellancous Other Support Activities
Mission: To provide housing for military personnel
One-time Cost; $ .1 million
Suvings: 1994-99: % 7.9 miliion
Annual: $ 1.5 million
Payback: Immediate
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close the Dol Family Housing Office and the
111 housing units it administers.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The force reductions in the DOD Force Struc-
wure Plan require reduction of support activities
as well. This activity administers housing units
which are old and substandard and ¢xpensive
to maintain. These housing units are occupied
by military personnel performing recruiting du-
ties in the local arca. The numbcr of recruiting
personnel will be drawing down, and those that
remain will be able to find adequate housing
on the local cconomy.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the
community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found these 111 substandard
units provide housing for about one-third of
the military assigned indepenident duty in western
New York State. This activity scrvices 18 small
commands in an arca where affordable housing
is available in the local economy. Repair costs
to bring these structures up to standards would
not be economical.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission {inds the Secretary of Delense

did not deviate substantially from the forcee-

structure plan and final criteria. Thercfore, the

Commission recommends the Jollowing: close

the DoD Family Housing Office and the 111

housing units it adminisiers.

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Western Engineering Field Division
San Bruno, California

Category: Naval Fucilities Engincering Command

Mission: Fadility Engincering Support

One-time Cost. $ .8 million

Savings: 1994-99 $ .2 million
Annual: $ 1.3 million

Paybuck: 0 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Realign the Western Engineering Field Divi-
sion, Naval Facilities Enginecering Command
(NAVFAQ), San Bruno, California. Retain in place
necessary personnel, equipment and supporn
as a Base Realignment and Closwre (BRAC)
Engincering Field Activity under the manage-
ment oi the Southwestern Field Division,
NAVFAC, san Dicgo, California.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The reduction in the force structure in the DoD
Force Structure Plan and the closure of maior
naval activities in the San Francisco Bay arca
requires the realignment of this activity. The
activity’s capacity to handle NAVFAC's consider-
able responsibilities in dealing with environmental
matters arising out of the 1993 round of base
closures will remain in the same geographic area.
The activity presently has such capacity. Retain-
ing it for this purpose is a more cconomical
and efficient alternative than relocating it to San
Dicgo and then handling on-site problems on a
travel status.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal c¢xpressions from the
community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commussion found the Western Engineer-
ing Field Division provides support to commands
in the San Francisco Bay arca recomimended
by the Commission for closure. Retaining a
portion of the organization to provide environ-
mental services during the closure process would
{acilitate the provision of these importam
services 1o those naval activities.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Sccretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the jorce-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: realign
the Western Engineering, Field Davision, Naval
Facilities Ingineering Command (NAVEAC),
san Bruno, California. Retain in place necessary
personncel, cquipment and support as a Basc
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Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Engincering
Field Activity under the management of the
Southwestern Ficid Division, NAVIFAC, San Diego,
California.

Navy Pub'ic Works Center,

San Francisco, California

Category: Public Works Center
Mission: Public Works Support
One-time Cost: $37.5 million
Savings: 1994-99 $ 25.7 million

Annual: $ 33.9 million
Paybuack: 2 ycars

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Disestabiish the Public Works Center (PWC)
San TFrancisco.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

PWC San Francisco's capacity is excess to that
required by the DoD Force Structure Plan, and
due to other Navy closures and realignments,
its principal customer base has been eliminated.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community claimed the Naval Public Works
Center in San Francisco provided a greater
number of family housing units than any other
Navy location. The Navy Public Works Center
operates over 7,000 family housing units in the
Bay area, many of which were new.
COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found PWC San Francisco pro-
vides family housing, utilities, transportation,
mainienance, en tincering, and planning services
to Navy, Marine Corps, Army, Coasi Guard, and
DOD commands in the San Francisco Bay Arca.
Becausce its primary customers in the Bay arca
are being, recommended for closure, PWC San
Francisco can also be closed and the customers
that remain can receive the necessary services,
including family housing, from reconstituted
public works departments,

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Sceretary of Delense
did not deviate substanually from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Thercfore,
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the Commission recommends the {ollowing:
disestablish the Public Works Center (PWC)
San Francisco.

Reserve Activities

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers
Category: Reserve Centers
Mission: Support Reserve Activities
One-time Cost: $ 3.2 million
Savings: 1994-99: $ 57.1 million
Annual: $ 13.6 million
Payback: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close the following Reserve Centers:

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers at.
Fort Wayne, Indiana
Billings, Montana
Abilene, Texas

Maval Reserve Centers at;
Gadsden, Alabama
Montgomery, Alabama
Fayetteville, Arkansas
Fort Smith, Arkansas
Pacific Grove, California
Macon, Georgia
Terre Haute, Indiana
Hutchinson, Kansas
Monroc, Louisiana
New Bedford, Massachuseits
Piusfield, Massachusetts
Joplin, Missouri
St. Josepl, Missouri
Great Fall ., Monlana
Missoula, Montana
Atlantic City, New Jersey
Perth Amboy, New Jerscy
Jamestown, New York
Poughkeepsic, New York
Alloona, Pennsylvania
Kingsport, Tennessce
Memphis, Tennessce
Qgden, Utah
Staunton, Virginia
Parkersburg, West Virginia

Naval Reserve Facility au
Alexandria, Louisiana
Midland, Texas
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Readiness Command Districts at:
QOlathe, Kansas (REDCOM 18)
Scotia, New York (REDCOM 2)
Ravenna, Ohio (REDCOM 5)

SEC' ETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The DOD Force Structure Plan requires the
reduction of reserve assets as it does active
duty asscts. These Rescrve Centers are being
closed because their capacity is excess to the
projected Navy/Marine Corps requirements.
In arriving at the recommendation to close the
Rescrve Centers, specific analysis was conducted
to cnsure that there was either an alternate
location available to accommodate the atfected
reserve population (e.g., realign with an exist-
ing reserve center), or demographic support for
purposes of force recruiting in the areas to which
units were being relocated. This specific analysis,
conducted through the COBRA model, supports
these closures.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

Various connnunities expressed concerns about
these closures since no provision appeared to
have made to allow for reservists assigned to
continuce to drill. The communitics indicated
these activitics were below threshold, and
closure would result in reservists having
nowhere within a reasonable commuting
distance to drill. The communitics also argued
the Navy should have explored consolidation
possibilitics at some of these sites rather than
closuics.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found that while data calls did
not directly assess the mission of these activi-
tics, the analysis was nevertheless consistent.
When recurring logistics costs for reservists who
commute outside a reasonable distance to drill
were included in the COBRA, it produced no
significant change in return on investment. A
Reserve Foree comprehensive facilitics review
with projected repair costs, supported the
Sceretary’s recommendation; even though it did
not address specitfic shortfalls in space require-
nienis for vehicles, controlled eguipage, train-
ers, and other special use spaces. A nation-wide
scatter diagram of reserve drill population by

activity preserved a surface reserve presence in
all geographic locations of the nation. The pro-
posal minimized disruption in reserve training,
and contributory support to the active compo-
nents, while producing cost ctficiencies and
enhancing the vverall military value of remain-
ing reserve centers.

However, the Commission found variance in the
case of Naval and Marine Corps Rescrve
Center, Billings, Montana. The Marine Corps
Rescrve indicated it would not be able to man
its units il they were forced to compete for
recruits at the Armed Forces Reserve Center in
Helena where the Navy is consolidating its reserves.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Sceretary of Defense
deviated substantially from critcrion 4, Therefore,
the Commission recommends the following: close
the following Reserve Ceniers:

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers al:
Fort Wayne, Indiana
Abilene, Texas

Naval Reserve Centers at:
Gadsden, Alabama
Montgomery, Alabama
Fayctteville, Arkansas
Fort Smith, Arkansas
Pacific Grove, California
Macon, Georgia
Terre Haute, Indiana
Hutchinson, Kansas
Monroc, Louisiana
New Bediord, Massachuscits
Piusfield, Massachusctis
Joplin, Missouri
St joseph, Missouri
Great Falls, Montana
Missoula, Montana
Atantic City, New Jersey
Perth Amboy, New Jersey
Jamestown, New York
Poughkecepsic, New York
Altoona, Pennsylvania
Kingsport, lTennessce
Memphis, Tennessec
Ogden, Utah
Staunton, Virginia
Parkersburg, West Virginia
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Naval Reserve Facilities at:
Alexandria, Louisiana
Midland, Texas

Readiness Command Districts at:
Olathe, Kansas (REDCOM 18)
Scotia, New York (REDCOM 2)
Ravenna, Ohio (REDCOM 5)

The Commission [inds this recommendation
is consistent with the force-structure plan and
final criteria.

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers

Navy and Marine Corps Reserve
Center at Lawrence, Massachusetts

Naval Reserve Center at Chicopee,
Massachusetts and Quincy,
Massachusetts

Category: Reserve Centers

Mission: Support for Reserve Activities

One-time Cost: $ 20.7 million

Savings: 1994-99: § 19.4 million
Annual: $ 415 million

Payback: 100+ ycars

SECRETARY DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION

None. The Commission added these military
installations 1o the list ol installations recom-
mended for closure or realignment.

COMMUNITY CONZERNS

All four comimunitics involved expressed
support for this consolidation recognizing the
cconomices to be realized by combining com-
mand and support structures at an existing basc
with messing and berthing facilitics.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found upon further analysis
consolidation of these three Reserve Centers
would not deviate substantially from 1ne force
strueture plan and the final selection criteria.
Consolidation of these activitics at the existing
facilitics at Waval Air Station (NAS) South
Weymouth, would preserve reserve unit manning
levels by keeping a drill site within reasonable
commuting distance of the reservists it supports.
In addition, consolidation would reduce
overhcad costs for three separaie facilities,
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associated messing and berthing costs for
assigned reservists, and dispose of three older
facilities.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Connission {inds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from finai criteria 2 and
3. Therefore, the Commission recommends the
following: close Navy and Marine Corps Reserve
Center, Lawrence, Massachusetts; close Naval
Reserve Center, Chicopee, Massachusetts;
and close Naval Reserve Center, Quincy,
Massachusetis; and consolidate these activities
at existing facilities at NAS Scuth Weymouth,
Massachusetts. The Commission finds this
rccommendation is consistent with the force-
structure plan and final criteria.

Hospitals

Naval Hospital

Charleston, South Carolina
Category: Medical Activity
Misston: Provide Heaith Care
Onc-time Cosi: N/A
Savings: N/A

Annual: N/A
Payback: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close the Naval Hospital, Charleston and relocate
certain military and civilian personnel te other
Naval Hospitals.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Naval Hospitals are situated and their size deter-
mined for location ncar operating forces whose
personnel will require medical support in num-
bers significant enough to mandate a medical
facility as large as a hospital. Given the extensive
use of CHAMPUS, any Naval Hosj tal closure
must be predicated upon the elimination of the
operating forces which creaied a demand for
the presence of a Naval Hospital in the first
instance. As a result of the closure of the Charleston
Naval Station, the Charleston Naval Shipyard
and the supporting Supply Center and Public
Works Center, the active duty personnel previ-
ously supported by the Naval Hospital, Charles-
ton, are no longer in the arca to be supported.
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Closure of the Naval Hospital follows the
closure of these activities supporting these
operating forees.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The Charleston community expressed great
concern regarding  health-care {or cligible
beneficiaries remaining in the Charleston arca
if the Charleston Naval Hospital closes. The com-
munity argued that if all of the proposed Navy
reductions and closures in Charleston were
approved by the Commission, there would still
be a significant number of active-duty military
personucl in the Charleston arca requiring medical
care. The large number of cligible retirees and
dependents would aiso benefit from the reten-
tion of Naval Hospital Charleston. The commu-
nity argued that should the Naval Hospital,
Charleston, close, the cligible retired beneficiary
population, including those cligible for Medi-
care, in the greater Charleston area would
be faced with additional and unanticipated
medical eapenses, patticutarly in obilaining
prescriptions.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found tnat il the recommended
closure of the Charleston Naval Station and Ship-
yard is approved, the active-duwy population
sunported by the Naval Hospital, Charleston,
will he greatly reduced. However, the Commission
found that DoD based their recommendation
{ar the closure of the Naval Hospital, Charleston,
on changes to mission assignment and not
on the requirement to serve the active-duty and
cligible beneficiary population found in the
Charleston arca.

The Commission found that even with the
recommended closure of the Naval Station,
Charleston and the Naval Shipyard there will
still be a substantial number of active duiy person-
nel and cligible beneficiarics in the Charleston
area requiring access to health care facilitics.

Additionally, the Commission found that
Na al Hospital, Charleston, supported cligible
heneliciaries from the Myrtle Beach AFB, MCAS
Beawfort, Charleston AIFB, and elsewhere in the
metropolitan Charleston arca. In addition,
Naval Hospital, Charleston, treats patients
who return to the United States on military
MEDEVACs flights from Lurope.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission f{inds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from f{inal criteria 1 and
criteria 6. Therefore, the Commission recom-
mends the following: the Naval Hospital, Charles-
ton, South Carolina, remains open, The Com-
mission {inds this recommendation is consistent
with the foree structure plan and final criteria.

Naval Hospital, Oakland, California

Category: Medical Activity
Mission: Provide Health Care
Onc-time Cost: $ 57.6 million
Savings: 1994-99: 8 51.6 million

Anmual: $ 41.5 million
Payback: 3 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Closc the Naval Hospital, Oakland and relocate
certain military and civilian personnel to other
Naval hospitals, and certain military personnel
to the Naval Air Stations at Lemoore and Whidbey
Island. The Depioyable Medical Unit, North-
west Region, will relocate to Naval Hospial,
Bremerton, Washington.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Naval Hospitals are situated and their size deter-
mincd for location near operating forces whose
personnel will require medical support in num-
bers sigmificant enough to mandate a medical
facility ag large as 2 hospiial, Given the exiengive
use of CHAMPUS, any Naval Hospital closure
must be predicated upon the elimination of the
operating forces which created a demand for
the presence of a Naval Hospital in the first
instance. In the San Francisco Bay arca, the
Naval Air Station, Alameda, Naval Shipyard, Mare
Island and the supporting Public Works Center
and Supply Center are being recommmended for
closure. Given the climination of these operating
force activities. closure of the Naval Hospital,
Oakland s indicated as the military personnel
previously supported are no longer in the arca.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The Qakland community argued plans had been
made for thie Navy to take over Letterman Arimy
Hospital at the Presidio of San Francisco, and
this was a very low-cost way to maintain a needed
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Navy facility. The community also argued the
Naval Hospital Qakland would be needed to
support Navy activitics in Alameda as well as
other DoD-cligible beneficiavies in the Bay Arca.
The community expressed great concern regarding
health care for the eligible beneliciary popula-
tion remaining in the Qakland area should the
Naval Hospital c¢losc. The community also ar-
gued they felt a replacement hospital should be
built due to the advanced age of the current
Navy Hospital at Qakland. The CHAMPUS-cli-
gible beneficiaries were concerned about the
possible increase in cost of medical care should
they be required to use CHAMPUS or Medicare
instead of a DoD medical treatment facility.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found since the primary mulitary
installations in the Bay Area were rccommended
for closure (with the exception of Naval Supply
Center Qakland, a primarily civilian command
activity), Naval Hospital Oakland would no longer
be required. This linding is in keeping with the
DoD policy ol providing primary hospital care
in support of only active duty populations. The
Commission further found the medical needs
of retirees could be met at the extensive num-
her of civilian, Veterans” Administration, or mili-
tary medical facilities within a reasonable distance.

Additionally, the Commission found the cur-
rent Navy lospital in Oakland was expensive
to operate and maintain due te its advanced
age. Investigation by the Commission {ound that
cxiensive repairs would be essential 1o bring it
up to seismic stabilization standards as weli as
acceptable medical standards.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Sccretary of Delense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
the Naval Hospital, Oakland and relocate
certain military and civilian personnel 1o other
Naval hospitals, and certain military personncl
to the Naval Air Stations at Lemoore and Whidbey
Island. The Deployable Medical Unit, North-
west Region, will relocate to Naval Hospital,
Bremerton, Washington.
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Naval Hospital, Oriando, Florida
Category: Medical Activity
Mission. Provide Health Care
One-time Cost: $ 51.2 million
Savings: 1994-99: % -31.0 (Cost)
Annudl: $ 8.1 million
Payback: 13 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close the Naval Hospital, Orlando and relocate
certain military and civilian personnel to other
Naval Hospitals.

SECRETARY OFf DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Naval hospitals are situated and their size
determined for location near operating forces
whose personnel will require medical support
in numbers significant enough to mandate a
medical facility as large as a hosptal. Given the
extensive use of CHAMPUS, any naval hospital
closure must be predicated upon the elimina-
tion of the forces which created a demand for
the presence of a naval hospital in the first
instance. The Naval Training Center, Orlando
which was supported by the Navai Hospital,
Orlando is being recommended for closure.
Accordingly, the operating force suppon previ-
ously provided by the Naval Hospital, Oriando
is no longer required and closure follows the
decision 1o closc the Naval Training Center.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The Orlando community expressed great concern
over health care for the eligible heneficiarics
remaining in the Orlando area should the
Naval Hospital close. The Orlando community
argued the Naval Hospital, Orlando served approx-
imately 45,000 more patients annually than the
Naval Hospital, Great Lakes and operated at a
more cfficient level, This cfficiency resulied in
an annual $8 million saving at Orlando Naval
Hospital. The coramunity suggested cven with
the large number of retirees who receive health
carc in the Orlando arca, the Naval Hospital,
Orlando, provided a CHAMPUS savings csti-
mated at $51 million.
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The community also stated the Orlando Naval
Hospital was capable of incorporating the addi-
tional training requirements with no additional
military construction. The Orlando community
stressed the Naval Hospital Great Lakes was
currently operating at 25% of capacity and
would require significant construction il this
capacity were to be expanded. The community
also argued there was ashestos found through-
out the Naval Hospital facility at Great Lakes
that would make any cxpansion both difficult
and expensive.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the active duty popula-
tion supported by the Navai Hospital, Orlando,
will be greatly reduced with the recommended
closure of tie Orlando Naval Training Center,
The Commission found acceptable the Navy's
argument military hospitals are intended to
support active-duty personnel and should not
be retained in cases when the active-duty popu-
lation is reduced below levels necessary to
warrant a military hospital. In addition, the
Commission found it would be less expensive
to provide health care 10 DoD cligible benefi-
ciaries through CHAMPUS than by an active-duty
Navy hospital duce to the availability of local
civilian health care organizations and the com-
petitive atmosphere among health-care providers
in the Orlando arca. The ransfer of Naval
Hospital, Orlando, medical personnel 1o ather
military installations will increase the availability
of medical care at those receiving locations, which
in wurn will partially olfset the predicted in-
crease in CHAMPUS costs in the Orlando area.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Conunission tinds the Secretary of Delense
did not deviate substanually from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
the Navai Hospital, Orlando and relocate
certain military and civilian personnel to other
Naval Hospitals,

Changes to Previously Approved BRAC
88/91 Recommendations

Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station
Treasure Island, San Francisco,
California

Category: Naval Shipyard
Mission: Repair, Maintenance,
and Overhaul of Navy Ships
Cost to Redirect: N/A
Savings: N/A
Annual: N/A
Payback: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Permit the Navy to dispose of this facility in
any lawful manner, including outleasing.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The 1991 Commission Report, at page 5-18.
recommended closing the Hunters Point Annex
and outleasing the entire property, with provi-
sions for continued occupancy of space for
Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion, and
Repair; Planning Engincering for Repair, and
Alterations Detachment; and a Contractor-
Operated test facility.

Foree level reductions consistent with the DoD
Force structure Plan remove any long-ternt need
to retain all of this facility for emergent require-
ments. The recommended closure of the major
naval installations in this geographic arca
terminates any requirement for these facilites.
The limitation of disposal authority to outleasing
unnecessarily restricts the Navy's ability 1o
dispose of this propeity in a timely and lawful
mananer.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the
canimunity.
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COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the Navy's 1991 request,
and the 1991 Commission’s subsequent recom-
nmendation 1o owtlease Hunters Point Anuex
unuccessarily inhibits the Navy's ability to
disposc of this property.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the ferce-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: permit
the Navy to dispose of Hunters 'oint Annex o
Naval Station Treasure Island, California, in any
lawful manner, including outleasing.

Marine Corps Air Station
Tustin, California

Category: Operational Air Station
Misston: Support Naval Aviation Operations
One-time Cost: $ 897.6 million
Savings: 1994-99: % 349.9 miilion
Annual: $ 148.5 million
Payback: 4 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

None. The Commission added this military instal-
lation 1o the list of installations recommended
for closure or realignment. MCAS Tustin was
recommended for closure in 1991, with its avia-
tion assets 1o relocate to MCAGCLC Twentynine
Palmis o Camip Pendleton or both. In 1993 MCAS
Tustin's aviation assets were reconvnended by
the Seerctary of Defense tor redirection to NAS
Miramar and MCAS Camp Pendleton.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community did not want the Commission
to reconsider its 1991 recommendation to close
MCAS Tustin; it wanted the 1991 Commission’s
closure decision to remain intact. The commu-
nity had already invested sulstantially in a base
reuse program. It did not want to abandon 1ts
two-year investment of effort and moncy in the
reuse plan. The community also believed betier
altcrnatives existed to relocate Marine Corpe
helicopters without retaining MCAS Tustin.
Specitically, it proposed: keeping MCAS El Toro
open and adding the MCAS Kaneohe Bay fixed
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wing mission there; closing NAS Miramar and
relocating its units per the Seerctary of Defense’s
recommendations. The conimunity asserted this
proposal would enhance operational readiness
and still allow the community to pursue its
reuse plan. The community also contended the
Commission's decision o reconsider its 1991
recommendation would encourage other com-
munities 10 ignore the finality of the Commission’s
actions and would cncourage communities 1o
resist closures long after the final vote of the
Comiission.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found a sufficient number
of acres were available ar NAS Miramar to
accommodate the aircralt, personnel, and support
cquipment from MCAS Tustin in spite of envi-
ronmental constraints on development. While
arcas expecied 10 be affected by necessary
cxpansion included critical habitats, none were
located in quantitics sufficient to preclude
anticinated necessary expansion, The Commis-
sion alsg found relocation to NAS Miramar
10 be operationally advantageous due to close
proximity to the Marine division at Camp
Pendleton, where a significant pereentage of criti-
cal training is conducted.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS
See Marine Corps Air Station El Toro.

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering

A CLo/)
\_,(.lll(,l \l‘LJLL/

San Diego, California and
NESEC Vallejo, California

Category: Naval Technical Center
Mission: Electronic In-Service Engincering
One-time Cost: $ 914 thousand
Savings: 1994-99: $ 2.5 miliion

Annual: $ 0.65 million
Pavback: 3 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Change the receiving location of the Naval Flee-
tronic Systems Engincering Center (NLESEC)
San Dicgo, California and the NESEC Vallejo,
California 10 be Air Force Plant #19 in San Dicgo
vice new construction at Point Loma, San Dicpo,
California.
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

This is a change from e 1991 Commission
action which called {or closure of NESEC San
Dicgo and rcocation to Pomnt Loma w form
Naval Command, Control and Gcean Surveil-
lance Center (NCCOSC). Air Foree Plant #19
was operated by a contractor as an Air Torce
Governmenl-Owned-Contractor-Owned  and
NESEC San Diego subleased space Now the
contractor has left and Air Foree offered 1o vansfer
Plant 19 witheut reimbursement. Rehehihitauon
can be accompiished within the estimates
of the BRAC 91 recommendations for both
relocating NESECs and avoiding the scrvicus
cnvironmental concerns attendant to new con-
struction, at Point 1.oma.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The Vallgjo community contenried the Nuvy's
estimates 1o refurbish Air Foree Plant #19 are
understated. Specihically, the community argued
the Navy's military construction estimates do
not inciude the cost of building or refurbishing
a remote faciiny 1o conduct radiological worlk,
the cost ol disassembling, and reassembling the
CXIENSIVE compiier systems, and the cost of hiring
and training employees to replace hose who
arc not willing 1o relocate. I addition, the
cominunity stated the anticipated savings were
Foing extracted from a larger nersonner elimi-
naticn than was adve:tised by the Navy in 1991,
The community  provided  documentation
supporting their ciaim that cost to execute the
Dol redireel wouldd exceed Navy estinales.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Comnussion found the Navy's cost estimate
o refurksh Air Foree Mlant #19 was reasonable
and closely reflected the cost to execute Dol)'s
recommendation In addition, the Commniission
tound the Navy shouwtd realize operaton
cihciencivs through tic consol-dation ol hoth
NESEC San Dicgo and NESEC Vallejo at AP #19,

COMMISSION RECOMMIINDATION

The Comumnssion linds the seceretary of Defense
did not deviate substantally from the foree-
structure plan and Tmal crnteias Therefore the
Commissor recommends tollowing: change
the receving locztion of the Maval Flectronic

Systems Engineering Center (NESEC) San Dicgo,
California, and the NESEC Valicjo, Calitorr.a
to be Air Torce Plant #19 in San Dicgo vice
new construction at Point Loma, San Dicgo,
California.
Naval Surface Warfare Center -
Pt. Hueneme, Virgina Beach, Virgina
(Naval Mine Warfare Engineering
Activity, Yorktown, Virginia)
Category: Technical Center
Mission: Suppevt Mine Warfare In-Service
Engincering,
One-time Cost: $7.5 million
Savirgs: 1994-99: $3 2 million
Anvual: $1.1 million
Payback: 9 ycurs

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Relocate the Naval Mine Warlare Lngineering
Actvity (new the Naval Swface Wartare Center-
Port Hiueneme, Yorkiown Detachment) to the
Naval surlace Warfare Center-Dahlgren, Coastal
Systems Station, Panama City, Florida.

SECPETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

i the 1991 Commission Report, the Maval Mine
Warlare  Engineering  Activity  (NMWLEA),
Yorktown, Virginia, was reccommended for ¢lo-
sure and realignment to acilities under the contrel
ol the Chicl of Naval Lducation and Training at
Dam iNeck, Virginia, The realignment has been
accomnlished through organizational changes and
NMWEA is now e Yoiktown Detachient of
the N7 Surface Warlave Center-Port Hueneme.
How. .. after BRAC 91, the needs of the edu
cational and traming comaunity were such that
the Dany Neck space is no Tonger available, There-
fore, as part of BRAC 93 process, alternative
receiving sites were expiored. Because of the
advisability of concolidating activities per-
forming similay functions, and since the Naval
Surl ce Warlwre Center-Dahlgren, Constal Systeins
Stetion, Panama City, Ploride, has significant
responsibilities in mine warlare R&D, COBRA
data was requested. Becanse ol the advantages
of collocating this mine warlare enginecring
activity with anothar facihty having sulstantial
responsibilities in the same ficlds, and becanse
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it 1s leas expensive than the BRAC 91 relocation
to Dam Neck, Virginia, the Navy recommends
that the reeciving site for this acuvity e revised
to Naval Surface Warlare Center-Dahlgren,
Coastal Systems Station, Panama City, Torida,
in licw of Dam Neck, Virginia.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The cast coast mine warfare comumunity could
be consolidated in the Yorkiown, Dam Neck,
Little Creek area. The community pointed out
the Panama City, Flonda, facitity consists of many,
small buildings instead of the single facility where
cmployces currently work in the Yorkiown area.
The community also noted there were few mine
warfare experts in the Penama City arca. The
potential loss of these experts could be devastat-
ing to the programs, cspecially in light of the
increasing mine warfare role in low-intensity
conflict scenarios.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found that space pianned lor
use at Dam Neck by Naval Mine Warfare Engi-
neering Aciivity was no longer available. The
proiceted potential savings and synergy of col-
Jocating like missions in the newly propesed
receiver site at Panama City, Florida, outweigh
ihe potential loss of expert personnes.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commissior {inds the Sccerctary of Defense
did not deviate substantiaily from the foree-sirue-
were plan and {inal enieria. Therefore, the Com-
mission recommends the following: relocate the
Naval Mine Warfare Engincering Activity (now
the Naval surfnee Warfare Center-Port Hueneme,
Yorktown Detachment) to the Naval Surtace
Warlare Center-Dahlgren, Coastal Svstems Sta-
tion, Panama City, Flonda.

Navy Weapons Ev.iuation Facility,
Albuquerque, Tdew Mexico

Category: Techiical Center

Mission: Coerdindgte with Sandida caberatory,
Department Qf Lncrgy

Onrc-tirae Cost: Nidk

Suvings: N/A
Annual: N/A

Payback: N/A
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Permit a small detachiment of the Weapoens
Division to remain alter the closure of the
Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility (NWLI)
in order to provide liwson with the Sandia
Laboratory of the Deparument ol Energy.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

This recommendation was originally intended
as an cxcepuion to the 1991 recommendation
to close NWEF Albuquerque, but was not includ-
ed in the specific Dol recommendations. The
Navy has a conuinuing need for a detachment
to provide liaison with the Sandia Lahoratory
and ather agencies involved in nuclear programs
in that geographic arca. The derachment would
remain as a tenant of Kirtland Aiv Force Base.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the

Covnunity.
COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Secretary’s reconmmenaation to close Naval
Weapons Tvaluation Facility, Albuquerque
reduces unnecessary inlrastruciure, however
there s a continuing need for a detachment to
provide liaison with Sandia Laboratory and other
agencies involved in nuclear programs in that
grographical area.

COMMISSION RECOMMENCATION

The Commission finds the Scecreary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final eriteria. Therefore, the
Commission recominends the following: permit
a smail detachment of the Weapons Division to
remien after the closwe of the Naval Weapons
Evaluation Facily (NWED), Albuquerque, New
Mexico, in erder e provide frson witl the
Sandia Laboratory of the Department of Energy.
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DEPARTMENT OF
THE AIR FORCE

Large Aircraft

Grifliss Air Force Base, New York

Culegory: Large Alrcraft
Mission: Bomber/Tanker
QOne-time Cost: $120.8 million
Savings: 1994-99: $01.8 million

Annual: $39.2 million
Payback: 6 ycars

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Griffiss AFB, New York, is recommended for
realignment. The 416th Bomb Wing will inacti-
vate. The B-5211 aircrah will transfer to Minot
AFB, North Dakota, and Barksdale AFB, Louisiana.
The KC-135 aircraflt from Griffiss AFB will transler
1o Grand Forks AI'B, North Dakota. The 485th
Engincering Installation Group at Grilliss Al'B
will relocate to Hill AFBR, Utah.

The Northicast Air Defense Sector will remain at
Gritfiss in a cantonment area pending the out-
come of a NORAD scctor consolidation study.
I the sector remains it will be transferred o
the Air Nationa! Guard (ANG). Rome Labora-
tory will remain at Gritfiss AFB In its existing
facilitics as a stand-alonc Air loree laboratory.
A minimum cssential airficld will be maintained
and operated by a contractor on an “as needed,
on call” basis. The ANG will maintain and
operate riecessary facihitics 1o support mobility/
contingency/training of the 10th Infanury (Light)
Division located at Fort Drum, New York, and
operate them when needed. Only the stand-alone
laboratory and the ANG mission will remain.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE jUSTIFICATION

The Awr Foree has four more tage aireraft bases
than needed 1o sepport the number oi bombers,
tankers, and airlift asscts m the Dol Toree
Stracture Plan. When all cight DoD criteria are
applicd, Grifhss AFB ranked low compared to
the other farge aireraft bases. Based on this analy-
sis, the application of all ¢ight Dol selection
criteria, and excess capacity which results from
reduced force structure, Grithiss AFB s recom-
mended for realignment.

The Air Foree plans 1o establish a large air mo-
bility base in the Northeast to support the new
Major Regional Centingency (MRC) surategy.
Griffiss AFB was cvaluated specifically as the
location for this wing, along with other bases
that met the geographical criveria and were avail-
ablc for this mission: McGuire ATB, New Jersey
and Plattsburgh AFB, New York. Platsburgh AI'B
ranked best o capability to support the air
mobility wing due o its geographical location,
attributes and basce Joading capacity. Principal
mobility autributes include aireraft parking space
(for 70-80 tanker/airlilt aircraft), fuel hydrants
and fuel suppl\/slmagu capacity, along with
present and future encroachment and airspace
consideraiions.

The Rome Laboratory has a large civilian work
force and is located in adequate facilities that
car: be sepavated from the rest of Grifliss AFB.
1t docs not need o be closed or realigned as a
result of the reductions in the rest of the base.

All large aircralt bases were considered equally
i process that conforimed 1o the Dedeinse Base
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public
Law 101-510), as amended, and the Depart-
ment of Delense (DoD) guidance. Each base was
cvaluated agamst the cight DoD sclection crite-
ria and a large pumber of subelenients specific
1o Air Force bases and missions. Extensive data,
gathered to support the evaluation of cach base
under cach criterion was reviewed by the Base
Closure Exccutive Group (Executive Group), a
group of scven general officers and six Sentor
Executive Scervice career civilians appointed by
the Secretary of the Air Force. The decision to
realign Lmlllss AR was madce by the Secretary
of the Al Force with advice of the Ay Forcee
Chiel of Stall and in consultation with the
Exccutive Group.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The Griffiss AFB community believed the Aiv
Force should have selected Grifliss AI'B as the
Fast Coast Mobility Base rather than Plausburgh
AFR. The community believed some ol the
information the Air Force used i selecting the
Cast Coast Mobility Buse was crroncous, and if
the Air Torce knew the facts, it would have
sclected Grifliss AFB. Community officials
addiessed parking capacity; petroleunt, oils, and
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lubricants storage; numbers and types of

hydrants; and airflield infrastructure at Griffiss
AFB. Also addressed were ground and air
encroachment problems at Platisburgh AFB. The
community presented information asserting it
would be less expensive to establish Griffiss AI'B
than to e¢stablish Plattsburgh AFB as the Last
Coast Mobility Base.

The community was also very concerned that
in realigning Griffiss AFB at this time, DoD could
be positioning itsell to close one of its tenants,
the Rome Laboratory, in the near future.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

As a B-52 bomber base, the Commission found
cven though Griffiss AFB rated high in criteria
1, 2, and 3, other bomber bases rated higher in
overall military value. The Commission found
Barksdale AFB rated very high as a B-52 base,
and the Air Force had sclected Barksdale AFB
to be the B-52 combat crew training base. Minot
AFB, which the Commission rated high as a
B-52 buwmber buse, also had additionad iy
value as a missile field. The Cominission rated
Griffiss AIB very high as a tanker base in crite-
ria 1, 2, and 3, but other installations, includ-
ing Fairchild AFB and Grand Forks AI'B, had
higher overall military value. The Air Force
announced the selection of Fairchild AFB and
CGrand Torks ATB as major recciver sites for
tankers. Pairchild AFFB had increased overall
military value because it hosts the Air Force
Survival School and Grand Forks AFB had the

additional military value of a missile field.

The Commission requested that the Air Foree
commnicnt on the community concern that in
reabigning, Grifliss AI'B ai this tiine, Dol
appears to be positioning itself to close the Rome
Laboratory in the near future. In a May 7, 1993
letier to the Commission, Mr. Janies Boatright,
Deputy Assistant Seeretary ol the Air Foree for
Installations, stated “the Air Foree has no plans
to close or relocate the Rome Laboratory within
the nest five years.”

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Conmmiission finds the Sceorctary of Delense
did not deviate subsiantially from the lorce-
sttucture plan and final eriteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the foliowing: Grifliss
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ALFB, New York, is recommended {or realign-
ment. The 4ot Bomb Wing will inactivate.
The B-52H aircraft will transfer 1o Minot AFB,
North Dakota, and Barksdale AFB, Louisiana.
The KC-135 aircraft from Griffiss AFB will iransfer
to Grand Forks AUB, Nortn Dakota. The 485th
Engincering Installation Group at Gritfiss AFB
will relocate 1o Hill ATB, Utah. The Northeast
Air Defense Sector will remain au Griffiss AFB
in a cantoament arca pending the ouwtcome of
a NORAD scctor consolidation study. If the sector
o= ins it will be transferred 1w the Air
. nal Guard (ANG). Rome Laboratory will
rematn at Grifliss AFB in its existing facilities as
a stand-alone Air Force laboratory. A minimum
essential airficld will be maimained and oper-
ated by a contractor on an “as needed, on call”
hasis. The ANG will maintain and operate nece-
ssary facilitics to support mobility/contingency/
training of the 10th Infantry (Light) Division
located at Fort Drum, New York, and operate
them when needed. Only the stand-alone labora-
tory and the ANG mission wili remain,

K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan
Category: Large Airaraft
Mission: Bomber
One-time Cost: $143.6 million
Savings: 1994-99: $167.3 mitlion
Annual: $0.2.4 miliion
Pavhack: 4 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

KL Sawyer AFB, Micingan. 1s recommended for
closure. The 410th Wing will inactivate. B-52H
aircraft will transfer to Barksdale AFFB, Louisiana.
The Abr Torce will retire its B-52G airerali
insrcad ol implementing the previous Basc
Closure Comnmission reconmmendation to trans-
fer those aireraft from Castle AFB, California,
to KL Sawyer AFB.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFI ZATION

There are several lactors which resulted in the
above recommendation. The Air Foree has four
more large aiveralt bases than are needed 10
support the number ol bombers, tankers, and
airift assets i the Do) Foree Structwre Plan,
The Aiv Force must maimtain Minuteman ili
basing flexibility due 1o uncertainty  with
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respect to START I This requires the retention
of the ballistic missile ficlds at Malmstrom AFB,
Grand Forks AFB, Minot AFB, and /. Warren
AFB. 1t 1s more cconomical to retain a homber/
missile base that must remain open for missiles
than te maintain a bomber-only hase. There-
fore, hased on the [acts thar K1 Sawyer AFB
docs not support ballistic missile operations, that
when all eight Dol criteria are applied K1, sawyer
ASB ranks low, and that there is excess large
aireralt base capacity, K.I. Sawyer AFB is recom-
mended for closure.

All large aireraft bases were considered equally
in a process that conformed to the Pefense Base
Closure ana Realignment Act of 1990 (Public
law 101-510), as amended, and the Depart-
ment of Defense (DoD) guidance. Each base was
cvaluated against the cight Do selection crite-
ria and a large number of subelements specific
to Air Foree bases and missions. Extensive dala
gathered to support the evaluation of cach base
under cach criterion was reviewed by the Base
Closure Excoutive Group (Exccutive Group), a
group ol seven peneral officers and six Senior
Lxecutive Service career civilians appointed by
the Secretary of the Air Force. The decision 1o
close KU1, Sawyer AFB was made by the Secre-
tary of the Air Foree with advice of the Air
Force Chiel of Stalf and in consulation with
the Exccwive Group.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argued the Air Ferce did not
compare large and small aireraft bases. W it had,
the Air Foree would have realized Kb Sawyer
AFR would make an owstanding base for the
future because access to airspace in the Upper
Peninsula egion is unencumbered, and the base
is strategically located for deployment o poten-
tal trovhle spots around the globe. The com-
munity also challenged the Air Poree decision
to keep bomber bases wudy missile ficlds open
instecad of bomber-only bases such as K.
Sawyer AFB. The corannmity said this decision
potentiadly hurts the survivability of two legs ol
the wriad, and K. Sawyer AEB should remain
open as @ bomber base to increase the targeting
problem of a potential adversary.

The community was also very concerned about
the potential unemployment in the region if K1,
Sawyer AFB closed. The unemployment figures
in the community were projected o be approxi-
matcly 24%, which could devastate the local
cconomy. Also, the coinmunity argucd the
Scecretary ol Deferse did not consider the
cumulative cconomic impact to the region,
including the closure of Wurtsmith AFR,
Michigan, in the 1991 yound of base closures,
and Kincheloe AVB, Michigan, in an carlier round
ol basc closures.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found K1, Sawyer AUB did
not rate as high in criteria 1, 2, and 3 as other
B-52 bases. The Commission found Barksdale
ATB rated very high as a B-52 base, and the
Secrctary of the Air Force sciected Barksdale
AFB 1o be the B-52 combat crew training basc.
Minot AFB, which the Cominission vated rela-
tvely high as a B-52 base, also had the addi-
tonal militury value of amissite hield. As a small
aireralt base, the Conmnnission evaluated K1
Sawyer AVB in criteria 1, 2, and 3 and found it
had a rating lower than all other smal-aircrat
bases. As a wanker base, the Commisston rated
KoL Sawyer AFB mode -ately high in Criteria 1,
2, and 3, but other installations, including
Fairchild AFB and Gran.' Forks AFB, had higher
overall military value. Fairchild AFB had the
Air Force Sirvival School and a higher one-
time cost to close and Grand Forks AFB had
the additionai puditary value of awissile field.

COMMISSION RECOMMENLDATION

The Commission fimds the Secrctary of Defense
did not deviate substanrdiy from the foree-
stucture pian and final criena, Theefore, the
Commissionr recommends the following: K.1.
Sawycr AFB. Michigan, is recommended for
closure. The 410th Wing will inactivite. B-5211
aircralt will transter 1o Barksdale AFDB, Louisi-
ana. The Ay Foree will retire its B-52G aircralt
imstead ol implementing the previous Base
Closure Conimisston recommendation to trans-
fer those avreralt from Castie AVB, California,
to KL Sawyer AVB.
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March Air Force Base, California
Category: Large Avcrdft
Mission: Tanker
One-time Cost: $134.8 million
Savings: 199-4-99: $53.8 million
Annual: $46.9 million
Payback: 2 vears

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

March AFB, California, is rccommended for
realignment. The 22nd Air Refueling Wing will
inactivate. The KC-10 (Active and Associaic
Reserve) aireraft will be relecated to Travis AFB,
California. The Southwest Air Defense Sector
will remain at March m a cantenment avea
pending the outcome of a2 NORAD sector con-
solidation study. 1l the sector remains it will be
transferred o the Air National Guard (ANG).
The 443th Airlift Wing Air Force Reserve
(ALRES), 452nd Air Refucling Wing (AFRES),
163rd Reconnaissance Group (ANG) (becomes
an Alr Refucling Group), the Air Foree Audit
Ageney, and the Media Center (rom Norton
AFR, California) will reinain and the base will
convert to a reserve base. Additionally, the Army
Corns ol Ingincers Unit, the US Customs
Aviation Operation Center West, and the Drug
Enlorcement Agency aviation unit will remain.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

There are several factors which resulted in the
above recommerdation. Yirst, the Air Foree has
four more farge airerait bases than needed 1o
support the number of bombers, 1ankers, and
airlifi assets in the DoD Force Suructue Plan.
Also, when all eight DoD criteria were applicd
o the Jarge aircraflt bases, March AUB ranked
tove. The Air Foree plans to establish 2 large air
mebility base (KC-10, C-5 and C-141 aijrcrait)
on the west coast. When bases in the region
(Beale AFB, Caiifornia; Fairchild AFR, Wash-
ington; March AIFB, Calilernia; McChord AFB,
Washington; Malmstrom AFB, Montana; Travis
AFB, California) were analyzed for this mission,
Travis AID ranked highest. March AFB cwrrently
requires a large active duty component to
stipport a relatively small active duty foree
structure. The conversion of Mareh A'B to a
rescrve base achieves substantial savings and

the benefit of a large recruiting population for
the Air Force Reserve is retained.

All large aircralt bases were considered equally
in a prrocess that conformed o the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public
saw 101-510), as amended, and the Depart-
ment of Defense (DoD) guidance. Each base was
cvaluated against the eight Dol sclection criteria
and a {arge number of subelements specific 1o
Alr Force bases and niissions. Extensive data,
gathered to support the evaluation of cach bhase
under each criterion was reviewed by the Base
Closure Executive Group (Exccutive Group), a
group of seven general officers and six Senior
Executive Service career civilians appointed by
the Seeretary of the Air Force. The decision 10
realign March AFB was made by the Secretary
of the Air Force with advice of the Air Force
Chief of Staff and in consultation with the
Exccutive Group.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argucd March ATFB should
remain an active-duty base because of its strategic
location and its importance 1o the defense of
the U.S. Further, the community maintained the
basc was a vital onload point for US Marines in
support of Operation Just Cause, Operation Desert
Shicld/Desert Storm, and Operation Restore Hope.
The community also argued future Marine Corps
rapid deployment requirements would not be
met with only a reserve capability at March ATPB.
Further, the community pointed out there has
been approximately $200M in construction a
the base in the past few years. The community
also noted the Aiv Force incorrectly graded
pumecrous stbelements that were used in evalu-
ating the large aircraft bases. The community
noted further that the base has a modem, state-
of-the-art hydrant refueling system. The com-
munity also ook issuc with 1the CHAMPUS
savings i the COBRA model, maintainieg there
were higner costs, not savings, which reduced
the overall savings anticipated by the realignment.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found March AUB, Califomia,
ranked Jow in military value due o its location
in a highly congested airspace environment. Winle
the base has Leen used as the onload point for




Chapter 1

U.S. Marine depleyments, the realignment of
active-duty resources would not vestrict fature
usc of the base for airlift of the Marine forces.
The majority of miliary construetion (MILCON)
funds expended at March AFB recently has been
for the Air Foree Reserve and Air National Guard
facilitics which will continue to be needed. In
addition, other MILCON f{unds have been
expended for organizational realignments from
the 1988 base closure actions, (These organiza-
tions would also be remaining at March AFB.)
The Commission found no significant disparity
in the CHAMPUS documentation. While the
Commission agrees some grading crrors may have
been made in the Air Force report, the adjust-
ments wo those color grades did not materially
change the overall rating of March AFB.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviaie substantially frona the torce-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: March
AFB, California, is recommended for reahgnment.
The 22nd A Refueling Wing will inactivate.
The KC-10 {Active and Associate Reserve) air-
craft will be relocated 1o Travis AUB, Califormia
The Southwest Air Dedense Sector will remain
at March in a cantonment area pending the out-
come of a NORAD scetor consolidation study.
1 ihe sector remains it will be nansferned o
the Air National Guard (ANG). The 445th
Anlift Wing Air Foree Reserve (AVRIES), 492nd
Ais Refucling Wing (AFRLES), 163rd Recotnais-
satwee Geeup (ANG) (becomes an Air Refueling
Group;, the Air Force Audit Agency, and the
Media Certer (irom Norton AFB, Califonnia) will
tenain and the base will convert to a reserve
base. Additionally. the Ariny Corps of Engincers
Unit, the US Cusioms Aviation Operation
™

Center West, and the Prug Enforcement Agency
aviation unit will renain at March

McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey
Category: Large Aircruft
Mission™ Airlift
Cne-time Cost: N/A
Suvings: 1994-09: N/A
Annual: N/A
Payback: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Reahgn McGuire AFB, NJ. The 438th Airlift Wing
will inactivate. Most of the C-141s will transfer
to Plaushurgh AI'B, NY. Fourteen C-14is will
remain and transfer 1o the Air Force Reserve,
The 514th Airlift Wing Aic Force Reserve
(AFRES), the 170th Air Refucling Group Air
National Guard (ANG), and the 108th Air
Refueling Wing (ANG) will remain and the base
will convert to a Reserve base. The 913th Airlift
Group (AFRES) will relocate from Willow Grove
Naval Air Station, PA, 1o McGuire ATB. The Air
Force Reserve will operate the Lasc.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The Air Force has four more large aircraft bascs
than are needed to support the number of bombers,
tankers, and aitlift assets in the DOD force struc-
ture plan. McGuire ranked low when compared
to other bases in its category and whern it was
compared specifically with other airlift bases.

The Air Force pians to establish a large mobihty
wing base in the Northeast United Staies 1o support
the new Major Regional Contingeney (MRC)
strategy. McGuire AI'B, Grifliss AFB, New York
and Plausburgh AFB, New York were evaluated
specilically as possible locations for this wing
since all inet the geograph:cal criteria. Platshuigh
AFB ranked best in capability 1o suppeort the air
mobhility wing due 1o its location, attributes, and
base loading capacity.

The community argued McGuire AFB's capabibity
o support the mobility wing was better than
atof Plasburgh AFR, and McGuire AFB proved
s capability during Operation Desert Shield/
Descit Storm. The community alse argucd
McGuire was strategically located to reach
LEurope with fully loaded C-141s withouw
refueling. They also asserted Platsburghy AI'B
could not support the fuel reguirements gener-
ated by Operation Desert Shicld/Desert Storm
or a similer contingeney operation because of
the limited capability for fuel resupply during
the winter months. The community noted
McGuire could acconunodate the mability wing
asscts for less cost than Plattsburgh AFR
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Further, the community argued McGuire AFB
was incorrectly downgraded for ground and
airspace encroachment, and training was not
cncumbered as indicated by the Air Force. Other
concerns raised by the community included
encroachmeni ol 1he accident potential zone
at Plattshurgh ATE.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found McGuire AIB’s training
limitations were successfully managed. A new
air mobility wing would bc able to meet s
total mission requirements based at McGuire
APB. DaD did not adequately consider the military
value of McGuire AFB in its assessment of the
extent of the impact of airspace problems and
the base’s contribution during Opceration Desert
Shield/Desert Storm or potential similar contin-
gency operations. Further, the cost 1o realign
McGuire was understated in the Air Force report.
While an increase in civil aviation is very likely
to occur, the increwsed mission activity could
be accommodated wit' continued airspace
management by the Federal Aviaton Adminis-
tration. Also, although there were sulficient
alternatives for providing fuel to Plausburgh AFB
in the winterime, the fuel delivery costs were
approximaately 5.0 limes more expensive annu-
olly at Plausburgh AFB than at McGuire ATB.
This increased cost of fuel delivery at Plattsburgh
AER, not originally considered in cost compu-
tations, makes the base a more autractive
closure option than realigning McGuire. In
addition, McGuire ATB is closer to customers
ol the miltary airthit system, prospective con
timgeney onload points, and is in the heart of
the northeast surface transportation systems.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commissien finds the Seeretary of Defensc
deviated substantially from {inal eriteria 1, 2, 3,
and 4. Theretore, the Commission recommends
the foll-wing: retain McGuire Ai'B as an active
istallanon. The 438th and 514th Airlift Wings,
the 170th Air Refueling Group (ANG) and the
108th A Refueling Wing (ANG) will remain at
McGuire AFB. Move the 19 KC-10 areraft from
Barksdale AB to McGuire Al'B. Move the requisite
nuber of KC-135 aircraft to establish the cast

] -7(‘;

coast mobility base at McGuire AFB. The C-130
913th Airlift Group (AFRES) remains at Willow
Grove NAS, PA. The Commission finds this
recommendation is consistent with the foree-
structure plan and final criteria.

Plattsburgh Air Force Base, New York
Category: Large Aircraft
Mission: Tanker
One-time Cost: $131.2 million
Savings: 1994-99: $137.1 million
Annual: $56.6 million
Payback: 3 ycars

DEFARTMENT OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

None. The Commission added this military
installation to the list of installations recom-
wended for closure or realignmend.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The opposing community argued that McGuire
AFB had the capability 1o support the mobility
wing better than Plattsburgh and McGuire AFB
had proven its capability during Operation Desert
Shicld/Desert Storm. MceGuire is strategically
located to reach Europe with fully loaded C-
141s without refueling. Opposing communitics
aiso argued Plattsburgh AFB could not support
the fuel requirements generated by Operation
Desert Shield/Desert Storm or a similar contin-
geney operation because of the limited capabil-
ity for fuel resuppty during the winter months.
The McGuire communiiy also noted McoGuire
AUDB could accomiodate the mob¥ e wipg
assets for less cost than it would tawe at
Plattsburgh AFB. The opposing communitics also
pointed oui the Air Force bad failed 1o properly
recognize significant ground encroachment at
Plattsburgh AIFB. The Plattsburgh community
disputed the relative importance of the fuel
resupply dssuc, arguing the base could be
refueted anyrime, although there had been no
previous requircment o de so. Additionally,
the Plattsburgh community disputed the relative
importance of ground encroachment and argued
Plattsburgh was being judged on a double stan-
dard regarding the encroachment. The Platsburgh
community stressed the importance of their
superior ramp space and superb quality ol Jife.
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COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found Platishurgh AI'B had a
relatively small active duty force stiuciure
supported by a large installation and support
organization, Also, the base can be closed with
relatively low costs with high returns for a short
payback period. Plausburgh AFB is located some
distance from normal airlift customers and onload
points, increasing the cost of annual operations.
Further, annual fuel resupply to Plattsburgh AFB
to support the proposed east coast mobility wing
were estimated at $11.8M, approximately 460%
higher than at McGuire AFB. The Air Force's
Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ)
program, ~ voluniary program for communi-
iics, provides guidelines for land development
near Air Forcee installations for public safety.
There was concern with the continued com-
mercial development in the North Accident
Potential Zone 11 (APZ 11). Though the Air Force
has a very good accident record, a large airlift/
tanker aircraft accident in this area could be
catastrophic.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Seeretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 2 and
4. Therefore, the Commission recommends the
following: close Plaushurgh AFB and redistribute
assels as appropriate. The Commission finds this
recommendation is consistent with the force-
structure plan and final criteria.

Small Aircrofi

Homestead Air Force Base, Florida

Calegory: Small Aircraft
Mission: Power Projection, I-10
One-time Cost; $42.1 million
Savings: 1994-99: $357.5 million

Annual: $71.0 million
Payback: Immediate

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Homestead AFB, Florida, is recommended for
closure. The 31st Fighter Wing will inactivate.
ANl I-16s from the 31st Fighter Wing will remain
temporarily assigned to Moody AVB, Georgia,
and Shaw AFB, South Carolina. The lInter-
American Air erces Academy will move to

Lackland AFB, Texas. The Air Force Walter
Survival School will be temporarily located at
Tyndall AFB, Florida. Future disposition of the
Water Survival School is dependent upon
cfforts to consolidate its functions with the US
Navy. The 301st Rescue Squadron, Air Force
Reserve (AFRES) will move to Pairick AFB,
Florida. The 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES) will
move to MacDill AFB, Florida and convert to
KC-135Rs. The NORAD alert activity will move
to an alternate location. The 726th Air Conirol
Squadron will relocate to Shaw AFB. The Naval
Sccurity Group will consolidate with other US
Navy units. All DoD activities and facilitics
including family housing, the hospital, commis-
sary, and basc exchange facilities will closc.
All essential cleanup and restoration activitics
associated with Hurricane Andrew will continue
until completed. If Homestead AFB resumes
operations as a civilian airport, the NORAD alert
facility may be rebuilt in a cantonment arca.

There were several factors which resulted in the
closure recommendation. First, the Air Foree
has one more small aireraft base than is required
to support the fighter aireraft in the Dob Force
Structure Plan. When the data were cvaluated
against all cight of the DoD sclection criteria,
Homestead AIB ranked low relative to the other
bascs in the small aircraft subcategory. While
Homestead AFB's ranking rests on the combined
results of applying the cight DoD selection
criteria, one stood oul: the excessive cost 1o
rcbuild Homestead, while other small aircvafl
bases required hule or no new invesiment.
The cost 1o close Homestead AFB is low, espe-
cially when measured against the high cost of
reconstruction, and the leng-term savings are
substantial

Al small aircraft bases were considered cqually
in a process that conformed to the Defense Base
Closwre and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public
Law 101-510), as amended, and the Departiment
of Defense (DOD) guidance. Bases were cvalu-
ated against the eight oD selection criteria and
a large number ol subelements specific to Air
Force bases and missions. Data were collecied
and the criteria and subelements of the criteria
applicd by the Base Closure Uxecative Group
(Exccutive Group), a group of seven general
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officers and six Senior Excoutive scrvice
carcer civilians appointed by the Seerctary of
the Aiv Force. The decision o close Homestead
AFB was made by the Seeretary of the Air Foree
with advice of the Air Force Chiel of Stall and
in consultation with the Executive Group.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community highlighted the military value
of Homestead's proximity to Cuba, both as a
deterrent 1o possible aggression and for staging
combat and contingency operations in the
southern region and against Cuba. The com-
munity described the situation where Hurricane
Andrew cffectively closed Homestead in August
1992, when base personnel evacuated and did
not retwrn. Damage caused by Hurricance
Andrew denied the local region time to adjust
to normal base closure actions during a time of
severe cconomic devastation. The community
disagreed with the Department of Delense
assessment of 1% cconomic imypact on the area,
The community believed the Air Yorce under-
stated costs for moving the 482d Fighter Wing
1o MacDill as part of Homestead's cost 1o close.
The community agreed the cost o fully restore
Homestead was excessive, but supplemental
appropriations for rebuilding the base would
adequately cover the cost of building a reserve
cantonment arca, allowing the return of both
reserve units, the Water Survival Scheol, and
the alert facility. These funds were held in
abeyance by the Air Foree pending the 1993
basc-closure decisions and were not considered
in Homestead's scenario cost comparisons. The
community also argued that basc-operating costs
associated with reopening M il Air T'oree Rase,
Florida, operated by the 482d Fighter Wing,
were not factored in Homestead's cost to close
and would exceed operating costs of a canton-
ment area.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the military value of
Homestead AFB's location was indecd high, due
to ils strategic location, hut this did not justity
rehuilding the base to its previous capabilitics.
The Commission found the community erred
n s cost-saving analysis by mixing operations
and maintenance funds with military construc-
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tion {unds, the supplemental allocation funds
combined with savings {from not moving, the
units were sulficient o rebuild facilities for the
Air Force Reserve's 4824 Fighter Wing, the North
American A Defense alent detachment, and the
Water Survival School. When combined with
savings from military construction cost avoid-
ance for rebuilding the 31st Fighter Wing facil-
ities at Homestead, the 301st Rescue Squadron
facilitics could also be rebuilt. The Commission’s
cost analysis showed more savings for rebuild-
ing facilitics to house I'-16 aircraft, nov KC-
135R aircralt, because support facilities for
KC-135Rs would be approximately $29,600,000
mote than rebuilding facilities for F-16s.

The Commission found rebuilding the Water
Survival School facilities at Homestead AIB was
affordable, but reestablishing that unit would
neeessitate reopening Homestead as an active
duty air force base with attendant increased
requirements for facilities 1o house and suppori
active-duty military personnel, actions which were
not cost clicctive.

The Commission found rebuilding the 301st
Rescue Squadron facilities was affordable, and
the Air Foree could enhance combat mission
integration and cffectiveness by coilocating these
(wo synergistic reserve component combat units.
The Commission found the Space Shuttle sup-
port mission the unit currently performs is
sceondary 1o its primary tasking. and current
Space Shuttle mission requirements for the unit
could be supported from Homestead ATB.

The Commission lound the Air Torce did not
include operating costs for opening MacDill AIB
in s closing-cost analysis and thus over-
cstimated savings [rom closing Homestead AFB.
The Commission also found, although the
projected employment loss was only 1% of the
Miami-HHialeah Mctropolitan Statistical Area, the
actual cconomic impact was coneentrated m the
less densely populated South Dade County where
damage from Hurricane Andrew was more con-
centeated and where Homestead AFB s located.
The ¢onomic impact from this closure to South
Dad~ ounty was 6.5%,

Finally. the Conunission found that it would be
more ccononical for Dade County 1o operate
Homestead AFB as a civil aivporne with the Air
Porce Reserve units as tenants on the hase.
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 1, 3, 4
and 6. Therefore, the Comimission recommends
the following: realign Homestead ATB with the
following actions. Inactivate the 31st Fighier
Wing; all F-16s from the 31st Fighter Wing
will remain temporarily assigned 10 Moody AFB,
Georgia, and Shaw AFB, South Carelina; move
the Inter-American Air Yorces Academy o
Lackland AFB, Texas; temporarily relocate the
Air Force Water Survival School to Tyndall ATB,
Florida. Fuure disposition of the Water
Survival School is dependent upon efforts
consolidate its funciions with the Navy. Relo-
cate the 726th Air Conwrol squadron 1o Shaw
AFB. Consolidate the Naval Sccurnty Group with
other US Navy units. Close all Dob activitics
and facilities, including family housing, the
hospital, commissary, and basc-exchange facili-
tics. All essential cleanup and restoration
activities associated with Hurricane Andrew
wilt be completed. The 482d F-16 Fighier
Wing (AFRES) and the 301st Rescue Squadron
(AFRES) and the North American Air Defense
alert activity will remain in cantonment aveas.
The Commission finds this recommendation
is consistent with the foree-structure plan and
final criteria.

Air Force Reserve

O’Hare International Airport Air

Favrro Docorvs Qtatinm THinnic
L AJIVA, ANV OV L YU U LALLVLEy RERALAURD

Cutegory: Large Aircraft

Mission: Airlift und Tanker

One-time Cost: N/A

Savings: 1994-99: N/A
Annual: N/A

Paybuack: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close O'llare ARS as proposed by the City of

Chicago and velocate the assigned Air Reserve
Component (ARC) units to the Greater Rockford
Atrport, or another location acceptable to the
Secrctary of the An Foree, provided the City
can demonstrate that it has the financing in place
o cover the full cost of replacing facilitics, mov-
ing, and covironmental cleanup, without any

cost whatsoever to the federal government and
that the closure/realignment must begin by July
1995 and be completed by July 1997, Chicago
would also have to fund the full cost of relocat-
ing the Army Reserve activity, or leave it in
place. 1l these conditions are not met, the units
should remain at O'Hare International Airport.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

O'Hare Reserve Station s in the Narthwest
comer of O’Hare International Airport, enjoy-
ing immediate aceess 1o two runways. Two ARC
units are based there: the 928th Auhift Group
(Air Force Reserve), with C-130s; and the 126th
Air Refucling Wing (Air National Guard). with
KC-133s. An Army Rescrve Center is located
adjacent to the base. In addition, a large
Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) activity currenty
occupics a government owned, recently reno-
vated office building on the base; however, DLA
is recommending disestablishment of this activ-
ity to other locations as part of the 1993 hase
closure process.

In a 1991 land exchange agreement, intended
to resolve all real property issues between the
Air Torce and the City of Chicago at OHare
International Airport, the City specitically agreced
that it would seck no more land from the O'Hare
ARS. The Air Foree has advised the City that
the ARC units are adequately housed at O'Haue,
and there is no basts for moving them. There
arc no savings from moving, only costs. To
justify this reahgnment under the Dol) Base
Closure Sclection Criteria, all costs ot closwie/
rcabignment would have to he funded entirely
outside the federal government. (For example,
ue Dol or FAA funds). The relocation site would
have to meet all operating requirements, such
as runway length and freedom from noisc-
related operating limitavions, and be close enough
to Chicago that the units would not suifer
major foss of personnel. The day-to-day operat-
ing costs at the relocation site would have w
compare favorably with those at O'Have Inter-
national Airport.

The City proposes that the ARC units move o
Greater Rockford Airport, 55 miles northwest
of O'tare International Airport. Virtually no
facilities for the units exist av Rockford, so an
entirely new hase would have to be constructed.
The airficld s constrained on two sides by the
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Rock River and {lood plain. At least one runway
will have 1o be extended for KC-135 operations.
There appear 10 be noise and other environ-
mental problems to resolve before a final deter-
mination of siting {easibility can he made.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

Some community groups supported the realign-
ment of O'Hare ARS, while others opposed it
however, all involved wanted the ur™ < to stay
in Mlinois. The opposition groups ¢..amed the
unit combat cffectiveness would be adversely
impacted by loss of personnel and a diminished
recruiting population base outside the Chicago
metropolitan area. The opposition groups
argued the City of Chicago had no financial
plan and had not determined costs to rebuild
replacement facilities for the reserve units,
Furthermore, assurances were initially made to
avoid costs to DoD. but not 1o the federal
government. The opposition also argued costs
to relocate were exeessive because there were
no other runways in iilinois fong cnough 10
handle the KC-135 aireraft and the proposed
site at the Greater Rockford Airport currently
had no unit facilitics,

The groups supporting the O'Hare ARS realign-
ment believed other sites would provide adequate
populations for reeruiting. The groups also
clamed moving the units 10 a less-congested
location would increase training opportunitics
and allow for future unit expansion. The cur-
rent use of the atrport land as a mijitary instal-
Luion is inelficient, and the realignment of the
base would allow cconomic development, in-
crease the number of jobs, and improve airport
efficiency. The City of Chicago asserted the time
constraints were unrealistic and the Sccretary
ol Delense recommendation should be changed
1o allow completion of the move by 1999 as the
statute allows. The supporting organizations
claimed no Deparument of Defense funds would
be gpcm for unit relocations, hut federal funds
could be spent for normal civil aviation improve-
nients to facilitate the transfer. In addiion, the
groups claimed federal policy promating con-
version of military bases to civil aviavon was
relevant in this situation,
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COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found although the units were
adequately housed ar O'Hare Air Reserve Station,
the community’s desire 1o move the units
undermines the typieal community-base support
relationship found at other hases, and could be
detrimenial to future mission accompiishments.
The Commission agreed with the Secretary of
Defense that the relocation must be at no cost
to the federal government and that financial plans
must inciude the receiving community’s contri-
butions toward this relocation. The Commis-
sion found flying operations were impeded during
adverse weather due to basing on the world's
busiest airport. Additionally, local visual flight
training was conducted at remote fields due to
tralfic congestion at Chicago O'Hare. The Com-
mission found all military construction was halted
at O'Hare ARS in response to closure actions
thus affeciing maintenance of the base and
potentially affecting flying operations, if the Air
Foree subse qutnll) rejects relocation sites. The
Commission found there would be a smalier
population base from which to recruit, likely
impacting unit manning. These additional costs
to replace personnel would not be recoverable
from the Gy of Chicago, but should not
stgnificantly impact unit combat capability.

The Commission lound the City of Chicago did
nev plan for moving the Army Reserve activity
adjacent 10 the base, but must include that unit
in future expansion proposals.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Delense
deviated substanually from final criteria 2 and
4. Thercfore, the Commission recommends the
following: close OHare ARS as proposcd by the
City of Chicago and relocate the assigned Air
Reserve Compuonent (ARC) units 1o the Greater
Rockford Airport, or another location aceept-
able to the Secretary of the A Foree (in con-
sultation and agrecment with the receiving
location), provided the City of Chicago can
demonstraie that 1t has the financing in place
to cover the full cost of replacing facilities
(exeept lar FAA grants {or airport planning and
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development that would otherwise he eligible
for federal financial assistance 1o serve the needs
of civil aviation at the receiving location), envi-
ronmental impact analyses, moving, and any
added costs of environmental clearup resulting
from higher standards or a faster schedule than
DoD would be obliged o meet il the base did
not close, withouwt any cost whatsoever 1o the
federal government, and further provided that
the closure/realignment must begin by July 1995
and be completed by July 1998. Chicago would
also have 1o fund the cost of relocating the Army
Reserve activity, or Jeave it in place. 1 these
conditions arc not met, the units should remain
at O'Hare Internationai Airport. The Commis-
sion {inds this recommendation is consisient with
the force-structure plan and final criteria.

Other Air Force Bases

Gentile Air Force Station
Dayton, Ohio

Category: Alv Teree Station

Mission: Principal and host organization is the
Defense Electronics Supply Center. In addition
there are over 20 tenant activitics,

One-Time Cost: N/A

Savings: 1994-99: N/A
Annual: N/A

Payback: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

AN la Nl e B T IO I U IR DR [
INQLLIC. 1NC COINMissiun auaudcud wiis lllllll'dl)’
installation to the hist of installations recom-
mended for closure or realignment.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community was primarily interested in
retaining  the Defense  Electronics Supply
Center (DESC) as the host on Gentile AFS. Tt
argued keeping DESC at Gentile AFS was more
cost cffective than relocating the mission 10
Columbus, Ohio, as recommended by DoD.

CCMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission {ound closing the Delense
Electronies Supply Center and relocating it at
the Delense Construction Supply Center, along

with most of the other Gentile Air Toree Station
tenants, streamlined operations and cut cost.
However, the Defense Switching Network will
remain as the sole tenant of Gentile Air Force
Staiion, with the possibility of being phased ow
within three o four years. The Commission did

not ascertain costs associated with closure of

Genuile AFS. The closure would be relatively
inexpensive because Gentile is a small installa-
tion, owned by the Air Force ’\Wrighl Patterson
AFB), which would be vacant except for the
automatic switching center.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission {inds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criterion 1.
Therefore, the Commission recommends the
fallowing: close Gentile Air Force Station,
Dayton, Ohio, except for space required to
operate the Defense Switching Network. The
Commission f{inds this rccommendation is
consistent with the force-structure plan and
finad criicria.

Air Force Depots

Newark Air Force Base, Ohio

Categomy: Depot

Mission: Acrospace Guidance and
Metrology Center

One-time Cost: $ 31.3 million

Savings: 1994-99: $-17.1 million (cost)
Anmnual: $ 3.8 million

Davhack: 8 veurs
QYDUACKR, © YOdES

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Newark AFB, Ohio, is recommended for closure.
The Acrospace Guidance and Metrology Center
(AGMC) depot will be closed; some workload
will move to other depot maintenance activitics
including the private sector. We anticipate that
most will be privatized in place.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Duc 1o significant reductions in foree structure,
the Air Foree has an excess depot maintenance
capacity of at Ieast 8.7 million Direct Product
Actual Hours (DPATD. When all cight criteria
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arc apphied 1o the bases in the depot subcat-
cgory, Newark APB ranked low in comparison
o the other five depot bases. The long-term
military value of the base is low because it does
not have an airficld and it is not a waditional
Air Torce base in any respect. Instead, it is a
stand-alone, highly technical, industrial plant
that is operated predominantly by a civilian work
force. As a result, it is conducive to conversion
10 the private sector. The closure of Newark
AFB will reduce the Air Toree excess depot
capacity by 1.7 million DPAH and is consistent
with OSD guidance to reduce excess capacity,
ceonomize depot management, and increase
competition and privatization in DoD.

All six Air Foree aepots were considered for
closure equally in a process that conformed to
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act
of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, and
Office of the Secrctary of Defense (OSD) guid-
ance. Lach base hosting an Air Foree depot was
evaluated against the cight DoD sclection crite-
ria and a large number of subcelements specific
to Air Force bases, depots, and missions. Lxten-
sive data, gathered to support the evaluation of
these bases under cach criterion, was reviewed
by the Base Closure Exccutive Group (Exceu-

tive Group). The Executive Group is a group of

seven general ofheers and six Senior Executive
Service career civilians appoimted by the Secre-
tary of the Air Toree (SECAD). SECAF made the
decision 1o close Newark AFB with the advice
of thie Aiv Foree Chief of Staff and in consulta-
tion with the Exccutive Group.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argued the facilities at Newark
AFB were unique, and replication ol the work-
load clsewhere was not cost-cffective. The com-
munity behieved the faaility was the single center
for repan of strategic-missile guidance systens
and certain aireraft inertial navigation systems
and. theretore, should remain open. The com-

munity also mamtined the seismic stability of

the facitity was critical to both repair functions,
and Newark AFB was the only conter available
1o mcecet these requirements.

Additionally, the community believed privati-
zation could not be accomplished without
significant cost 1o the USAL, and was not cco-
nomically fcasible. The community also believed
the base was unfairly penalized for absence ol a
runway. Community olticials argued a runway
was not needed for the Acrospace Guidance and
Metrology Center mission; in fact, it would jeop-
ardize scismic stabidity. Additionally, cross-
utilization of personnel capable of repairing
both incrtial-navigation and inertial-guidance
systems was critical during crises as proven during
the basc’s support of Operation Desert Shield/
Desert Storm. The community also argued it
was inconsistent to retain Minuteman 111 bases,
yet privatize the only guidance sysiem repaic
capability for this weapon sysicm.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the workload at Newark
AFB is not unique. Contractor facilities pres-
ently have the vepain capability and have been
doing it for years. The workload can cither be
contracted out 10 one or more of several exist-
ing manufacturers or privaized in place. Tt
appears industry interest in privatization in
place is limited. Thus, if privatization is not a
viable option, the Air Force can contract the
required workload incrementaliy as the work-
load at Newark declines. Additionaily, in
response 1o the community’s question regard-
ing being penalized for lack of a runway, the
Commission found Newark AFFB did not reccive
a negative rating for lack of a ranway, thus there
wis 110 negative impact to the base's overall
performance rating

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATICN

The Commission finds the Seeretary ol Delense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria, Therefore, the
Conunission recommends the following: Newark
AR, Ohio is recommended lor closure. The
Acrospace Guidance and Metrology Centel
(AGMQ) depot will be closed; some workload
will move to other depot maintenance activities
imcluding the private scector.
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Changes to Previously Approved BRAC
88/91 Recommendations

Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas
Category., Anr Foree Rescive
Mission: Powcer Projection
One-time Cost: N/A
Savings: 1994-99: N/A
Annual: N/A
Payback: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATIOMN

Change the recommendation of the 199) Coni-
mission: regarding Bergsirom AFB as foliows: The
704th Fighter squadron (AFRES) with its F-16
aireraft and the 924th Fighter Group (AFRES)
support units will move to Carswell AI'B, Texas
and the cantonment arca at Bergsirom AIB will
close. The Regicnal Corrosion Control Facility
at Bergstrom ABFB will be closed by September
30, 1994, unless a civilian air port anthority
clects to asswine the responsibility for operating
and maintaining the lacitity before that date.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The 1997 Commission rcconnmended the closure
of Bergstrom AFB. The AFRES was 10 remain in
a cantonment arca. In reviewing AFRES plans
for Bergstrom AFB, the A Toree found that
coasiderable savings covld be realized by vealign-
ing the Bergstrom AFRES units and aireralt 1o
the Carswell AFB cantonment area. This realign-
ment will result in savings in Military Construe-
tion (MILCON) funds, reduced manpower costs,
and will not significandy impact unit readiness.
The original 1991 realignment recommendation
cost $12.5 milhon in MILCON to construct a
cantonment arca ak Bergstrons AFB. Based on
the best estinianes available au this time, the cost
of this change 1s $5.8 mithion i MILCON, {or a
projected savings of $6.7 million. This action
will also result in net manpower savings.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community beheved the F-16 reserve squad-
ron and its support units should rewain in a
cantonment arca on Bergstrom AR which will

be operated by the city of Austin as a inunicipal
airport. Austin city oflicials pointed out the 1991
Base Closure and Realignment Commission
keport clearly states: “the Air Force Reserves
units shall remain in the Bergstrom cantonment
arca il the base is converted 1o a civilian
airport, and if no decision is made by June 1993,
the Reserve unices will be redistiibuted.” On May
1, 1993, the citizens of Austin overwhelmingly
approved a $400 million bond referendum to
relocate the municipal airport o Bergstrom ALB;
therefore, the city argued, the Air Foree is com-
mitted 1o teaving the reserve units au bevgstrom.

In a report dated May 26, 1993, the commu-
nity also suggested thar a more sen.ible deci-
sion would be 1o not only retain the reserve
units at Bergstrom, but to move the Air Foree
reserve units from Carswell AFB 10 Bergstron.
The community contended this decision would
impiove operational readiness, result in signili-
cant MILCON savings ($57 million), provide
vastly superior facilities with expansion 1oom,
and alleviate air-space congestion in the Dallas-
Fort Worth area.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the Air Foree was resoluie
inits recommendation to move the 704th Fighter
squadron (AFRESY with its F-T0 aircraft and
the 924th Fighter Group (AFRES) support units
to Carswell AFB, Texas and o close the Bergstrom
cantorment arca despite any commiments it
may nave made in 1991, The Air Foree belicves
current circumstances have overtaken the 1991
plan o feave these AFRES units au Bergsirom.

The Commission also found that the City Council
ol Austin has formally adopied five resolutions
since July 1990 indicating the city’s commit-
ment te reuse Bergstrom AFB as its municipal
airport. On May 1, 1993 the citizens of Austin
voted for a bond proposiion m the amount of
$400 million 1o finance moving its municipal
airport, The Air Torce does notc appear 1o have
considered the Austin community’s lorg-term
commpment to move s unicipal anrport
Bergstrom AFB.

The Commission found the Air Poree Tearned
the detalls of the Navy's proposal to move a
large number ol veserve aireratt to Carswell
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after it decided to recommend that the Bergstiom
reserve units move to Carswell. The Commis-
sion was concerned the Air Foree failed 1o
consider the recruiting problers that may exist
by moving approximately ten thousand reserv-
ists to the Fort Worth arca. Competition among
the services to reeruit qualified technicians will
no doubt have an adverse affect on the readi-
ness of these units. Training plans require three
to five years for a new affiliate to meet the mili-
tary services and 'AA performance standards.
The Commission also had concerns with locat-
ing 186 aircraft in an area that has ground-
encroachment problems and is in a high density
aircralt walfic pauern.

The Commission found the Secretary of Defense
recommendation  concerning  the Regional
Corrosion Control Facility (RCCF) was consis-
temt with the selection criteria. 1 closure is
required because the civilian airport authority
docs not clect o assume responsibility for
operating and maintaining the RCCF. the
Department of Defense should insure that all
rcusable equipment and resources from that
facilivy are relocated 1o the extent cconomical
and practicable.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substarndally from the force-structure
plan and final criteria 1, 2, and 4. Therclore,
the Commission recommends the following:
Bergstrom cantonment arca will remain open
and the 704th Fighter Squadron (AFPES) with
its F-10 aircralt and the 924th Fighter Group
(AFRES) suppoert uilts remain at the Bergsirom
cantonment arca until at icast the end of 1996,
Close or relocate the Regional Corrosion Con-
trol Facilivy at Vergstrom by September 30, 1994,
unless a civilian airport authority assumes the
responsibility for operating and maintaining the
facility before that date. The Commission finds
this reccommendation is consistent with the force
structure plan and final criteria.

Carswell Air Force Base, Texas
Category: Air Force Reserve
Mission: Power Projection
Onc-time Cost: $ 0.3 miliion
Savings: 1994-99: $ 1 8 million
Annual: N/A
Paybuck: N/A

1-8+

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Change the recommendation of the 1991 Com-
niission regarding Carswell AFB as {ollows: Trans-
fer the fabrication function of the 436th Training
Squadron (formerly 136th Siraiegic Training
Snruadron) to Luke AFB, Arizona and the main-
tenance training function to Hilt AFB, Utah. The
remaining functions of the 436th Training Squad -
ron will still relocate 1o Dyess AFB, Texas. Final
disposition of the base exchange and cormmis-
sary will depend on the outcome of the Con-
gressionally mandated base exchange and
commissary test program.

SECRETARY OY DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The 1991 Commission recommended that the
456th Trainirg Squadron be relocated te Dycss
AFB as a whole. The proposed action will result
in more streamlined and efficient training oper-
ations. Transferring the fabrication fonction to
Luke AFE will avoid duplicating this function
within Air Combat Command. The Hill AIB
nmove will ensure that maintenance training is
provided in a more ctficient manner,

The original 1991 realignment cost was $1.8
mitlion in Military Construction (MILCON). The
cost for this redirect is $0.3 million MILCON,
for a projected savings of $1.5 million MILCON.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community viewed the Secrctary of Defensc’s
1993 recommendation to establish Carswell as
a joint, master reserve/guard base as a win-win
situation that would complement its redevelop-
ment-auvthority cfforts. The community stated
the proposcd expansion of the cantonment arca
would not be a problem, since mosi of the devel-
opment being considered by the community is
south of the cxpanded cantonment area.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the proposed actions
involving Dyess, Luke and Hill AFB would result
in more streamlined and efficient Dol) wraining
operations and avoid duplication of training.
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Seeretary of Defensce
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Theretore, the
Commission recommends the following: transter
the fabrication function of the 436th Training
Squadron (formerly 436th Strategic Training
Squaaronr) 10 Luke AI'B, Arizona and the main-
tenance training function to Hill AFB, Utah. The
remaining functions of the 436th Training Squad-
ron will still relocate 10 Dyess AI'B, Texas.
Final disposition of the base exchange and com-
nissary will depend on the outcome of the
Congressionally mandated base exchange and
commissary test program.

Castle AFB, California

Category: 1991 Closure

Mission: N/A

One-time Cost: $59.5 million

Savings: 1994-99: $78.7 million
Annual: N/A

Payback: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Change the recommendaiion of the 1991
Commission regarding Castle AFB as follows:
Redirect the B-52 and KC-135 Combat Crew
Training mission from Fairchild AFB, Washing-
ton to Barksdale AFB, Louisiana (B-52) and Altus
AFB, Oklahoma (KC-135).

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The force structure upon which the 1991 Com-
nission based its recommendations has changed
and B-52 force structure is being reduced. The
Air Force currendy plans to base a large num-
ber of B-52s at two locations, with Barksdale
AFB serving as the hub for B-52 operations and
training. Simitarly, training for mobility opera-
tions is being cenwralized a1t Alius AFB. This
redireet will reduce the number of training sites
and improve ctficiency of operations.

The original 1991 realignment recommendation
cost $78.7 million in Mihtary Construction
(MILCON). The estimated cost for this redirect
to Barksdale and Altus AbBs is $59.5 million in
MILCON, for a projected savings of $19.2 million,

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the
community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the recommended
force-structure changes would result in a large
number of B-52s at Barksdale AFB. Addition-
ally, Air Mobility Training. to include KC-125s,
is being consolidated at Altus AFB. This action
would improve efficiency of training and mili-
tary operations.

The original 199] realigninent recommendation
cost was $78.7M in MILCON. The estimated
cost for this 1993 recommendation is $59.5M
in MILCON for a projected savings of $19.2M.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recornmends the following: redirect
the B-32 and KC-135 Combat Crew Training
mission from lairchild AFB, Washington to
Barksdale AIFB, Louisiana (B-52) and Altus AFB,
Oklahoma (KC-135).

Chanute Air Force Base, 1llinois

Category: 1988 Closure

Mission: N/A

One-time Cost: $16.4 million

Savings: 1994-99: 317.5 million
Pavhack: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSLE
RECOMMENDATION

As part ot the closure of Chanute AFB, Ilinois,
the Air Force recommends consolidating its 16
Metals Technology, Non-Destructive Inspection,
and Aircralt Structural Maintenance training
courses with the Navy at Naval Air Station (NAS)
Memphis, Tennessee, and then move with the
Navy when NAS Memphis closes. The 1991 Base
Closure Commission recommended that these
courses, along with 36 other courses, be trans-
ferred to Sheppard AFB, Texas.
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

On March 31, 1992, the Do Inspector General
recommended that the Air Force consolidae and
collocate its 1o metals training courres with the
Navy. There will be ne Military Construction
(MILCON) costs assecated with temporzzily
relocating the specificd trairing courses e NAS
Memphis. This is considerably less than the $17.5
million in MILCON cost 1o relocate these conrses
o Sheppard AFB. As this training is now sched-
wed 1o move when NAS Mempiis closes, the
Atr Foree and Navy will wark to achieve o cost
ctfective approach unul a more permancizt site
is found.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

No formal community concerns were cxj.ressed.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found there were no Mi_CON
costs associated with temporarily rejocaimg the
specificd training courses to NAS Memphis. The
Commuission did find, however, thv Navy had
initally indicated a cost of $16.4 withon to
relocate this training to NAS Peasacol, Florida.
The Commission found the trani . was origi-
nally schicduled to move whenr N s Memphis
closes and, thercfore, the Aiv Foreo and Navy
could work o achieve a maore cost-effective
approach to insure the efficiencies involved in
Joint Service training are realized. Collocation
ol these courses with the Navy would achicve
ellicncics and savings.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission {inds dhe Scerctary of Defense
deviated substantially from the force siructure
plan and final criterion 4. Therelore, the Com-
mission recommends the {foHowing: as part ol
the closure of Chanute AFB, llinois, consoli-
date the Air Troree’s 16 Metals Technology, Non-
Destructive Inspection, and Aircralt Structural
Maintenance traming courses with the Navy at
Naval Air Station (NAS) Memphis, Tennessee,
and then move them with the Navy o NAS
Pensacola, Flonda., The Commission linds this
recommendation is consistent with the foree-
structwre plan and final eriteria

MacDill Air Force Base, Florida
Category: Major Headquarters
Mission: Headquarters USSOCOM
and USCENTCOM
One-time Cost: N/A
Savings: 1994-99: 5250 million
Annual: N/A
Payback: Tmmediate

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Clange the recommendation of the 1991 Com-
mission regarding MacDill AUB as follows: The
A Torce Reserve (AFRES) will wemporarily
operate the airfiecld as a reserve base, not open
o civil use, untl it can be converted to a civil
airport. This will accommodate the recommended
reassignment of the 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES)
from Homestead AFB 10 MacDill AFB and its
conversion to KC-135 tankers. The Joint Com-
munications  Support Element (JCSE) will
not be transferred 1o Charleston AFB, Sowth
Carolina as recommended in 1991, but, instead,
will remain at MacDill AVB.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The 1991 Commission recommended a realign-
ment and partal closure of Maclill AFB. Its
I-16 truining mission has been relocated to Luke
Al'B, Arizona, and the JCSE was 1o be relocated
to Charleston AFB. Two unified commands,
Headquarters Central Command and Head-
quarters Special Operations Command, were left
in place. The airficid was to ciose.

Several events since 1991 have made a change
to the Commission action appropriate. The closwre
of Homest-ad AFB requires the relocation
of the 482na Fighter Wing (AFRES). The best
location for this unit, when converted 10 KC-
1355, is MacDill AFB. The National Cceano-
graphic and Aumospheric Administration (NOAA)
arrcralt element has relocated from Miami Inter-
national Airport 1o MacDill AI'B and would like
to remgin permanently. NOAA is prepared to
pay a fair share ol the cost of airport operations.

The AFRES's temporary operation of the arlicld
will have reduced operating hours and serviees.
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The 1991 Commission noted a number of deli-
cieneies of Machill AUB as 2 fighter base: “pressure
on air space, raming arcas, and low level
routes.. ot located near Army unirs that will
offer joint uaining opportunitics... jand]... ground
cnercachment.” These are Lavgely inapplicable
1o an AFRLS tanker operation.

Incroachment remains a problem, but the reduced
nwmber of flights and the increasec compatibil-
ity of both tanker and NOAA aircraft with the
predominant types of aircraft using Tampa
International Airport make this viable. As an
interim Reserve/NOAA airfield, use will be
modest, and it will not be open 1o large-scale
use by other military units.

The eriginal 1991 realignment recommendation
cost for the JCSE relocation was $25.0 million
it MILCON. Retaining the JCSE at MacDili AFB
avoids this cost.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argued the requircment for
United States Ceniral Command and United States
special Operations Cammand to have aceess 1o
an operational ranway would not be met if the
482nd Fighter Wing was returned to lome-
stead Air Foree Base, Florida,

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the cost to move the
Joint Commurnication Support Element (JCSE)
to Charleston AFB, SC, is $25.6 million.
Retaining the unii at MacDill avoids iins cost
MacDill AFB is host Lo several tenant units that
require the use of an operational airficld,
including the JCSE, United States Special
Opcerations Command, United States Central
Command, and the National Occanic and
Atmospheric Administration. The City of Tampa
has stated it has no need for the excess prop-
erty at MacDill and, therefore, has no plans 1o
assumic its operation. The Departinent ol Com-
meree (PDOC), specifically the NMational Ocemnie
and Aumosphieric Administration, has reauested
a no-cvost transfer of the Maehiil airfield 1o DOC
control. The seerctary of Defense has indicated
approval of the request, and it has been re-
viewed by the Office of Management and Budget.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Sceretary of Defense
deviated substantiadly from crieria 1, 3, aad
4. Therefore, the Commission recommends the
foliowing: retain the Joint Communication
support Element at MaeDill as long as the
airficld s non-Dob) operated. Operation ol the
airficld at MacDill wvall be taken over by the
Departinent of Commerce or another Federal
ageney The Commission finds this recommen-
dation is consistent with the force-struciure plan
and {inal eriteria.
Mather Air Force Base, California
Category: 1988 closure
Misston: N/A
One-time Cost: $12.5 million
Savings: 1994-99: $33.7 million

Annual: N/A
Pavback: Immediate

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Chaunge the recommendation of the 1991
Commission regarding Mather AFB as follows:
Redirect the 940th Air Refueling Group (AFRES)
with its KC-135 aircraft 1o Beale AFB, Calilomia
vice McClellan AIB, California. Because of the
rapidly approaching closure af Mather AFB, the
940th will temporarily relocate to MeClellan AF'B,
while awaiting permaaent beddown al Beale AIB.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION
Moving the 940th Air Relueling Group (AFRES)
to Beale AFB is more cost cffective.

The original 1991 realignment cost was $33.7

million m Military Construction (MILCON).
The estimated ¢+ for this redirect 15 $12.5

million in MILCON, for a projected savings of

$21.2 nullion.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions {rom the
community.

1-87

~T




Chapter 1

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The 1988 Department of Defense Base Reahgn-
ment and Closure Commission recommended
the closure of the 323rd Flying Training Wing
Hospital and the retention of the 940th Air
Refueling Group at Mather AFB, CA. The 1991
Defense Base Closure and Reahignment Com-
wisston recommended the realignment of the
940th Air Refueling Group from Mather AFB 10
McClellan AIFB, California, and recommended
the 323rd Flying Training Wing Hospital
remain open as an annex o MceClellan AFB,
CA. The 1993 Seeretary of Defense recommen-
dation changed the realignment location for the
940tk from McClellan AFR, California, 1o Beale
A'B, California. The proposal to redirect the
240th ARG to Beale AFB, Caidifornia would save
$21.2M in MILCON. Even with the temporary
facilities construction costs ($1.1M) and termi-
nation costs ($3M) at McClellan, the savings
arc substantiai enough to support the Secretary’s
recommendation.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Sceerctary of Defense
did not deviate substanuially from the force-
structure plan and final crieriac Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: redi-
rect e 940th Air Refuchng Group (AFRES)
with its KC-135 aireralt to Beale AFB, California
vice McCleltan AFR, California. Because of the
rapidly approaching closure of Mather AFB, the
9+0th will temporarily relocate to MeCleHan AFB,

\.,]‘;l,. awaitinge vennanent beddown ar RPeale AR
YILTIU clbdvgllital ‘:_\ ll\llllllll\lll l’L\.lLl('\'\ll Al pnoase sy ).

Rickenbacker Air National
Guard Base, Ohio

Category: 1991 Closure

Mission: Tanker

One-iime Cost; $.8 mitlion

Savings: 1994-99: $18.2 mullion
Annual: N/A

Pavhuack. N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Change the reconmmendanion of the 1991 Com-
mission regarding Rickenbacker ANGBE  as
follows: The 121st Air Refuchng Wing (ANG)
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and the 160th Air Refueling Group (ANG) will
move into a cantonment arca on the present
Rickenbacker ANGB, and operate as a tenant of
the Rickenbacker Port Authority (RPAY on RPA's
airport. The 2Q07th Aurlift Group (AFRES)
will vealign to Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio as
originally recommended. The 4950th Test Wing
will still move to Edwards AFR, California,

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The 1991 Commission recommended closing
Rickenbacker ANGB, and realigning the 1215t
Air Refueling Wing (ANG), the 160th Air Retu-
cling Group (ANG) and the 907th Anlift Group
(AERES) 1o Wright-Patterson AFB. These wits
weie 1o oceupy facilities being vacated by the
4950th Test Wing, which will move o Edwards
AEFB 1o consolidate test units.

The airfield at Rickenbacker is no longer a
military responsibility, having been transferred
by Jong term lease to the RPA in 1992, Tt will
be conveyed in fee under the public benefit
authority of the surpius Propeny Act of 1944
when environmerital restoration is complete. The
state of Ohio has proposed that under current
circumstances, more money could be saved by
leaving the ANG tanker units at Rickenbacker
ANGB than by moving it to Wright-Patterson
APB. The Air Foree has carefully examined his
analysis and concluded that it is correct. The
current anadysis is less costly than the original
estimate of moving both Rickenbacker ANGB
units to Wright-Patterson AFB,  primanily
because of the Sates later burden sharing
proposal to fower the ANGS long-term operat-
ing costs at Rickenbacker.

In a related toree structure move, in order 10
fully utibize the facilities at Wright-Pauerson AFB,
the Air Poree recommends that the 178th Fighter
Group move from the Sprnglicld Municipal
Airport, Ohio, to Wright-Patterson AFB, about
30 miles away. This unit will bt into the avail-
abie facihties with litde construction. The move
will save approxtmately $1.1 mithon in basc
operating support annuatly based o cconomics
ol consolidating some ANG functions with AFRES
and active A Foree functions at Wright-
Patterson. Since the unit moves only a short
distance, retention of current personnel should
not be a problem.

—
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The 4950th will still move 1o Edwards AFB,
Calilorna from Wright-Patterson AIB, Ohio, 1o
take advantage of the enhanced wmilitary value
through the efticiency of consolidating test asscts.

The original 1991 realignment cost was $37.9
million in Military Construction (MILCON). The
cost tor this redirect is $26.2 million in MILCON,
for a projected savings of $11.7 million.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The Rickenbacker airficld, no longer a military
responsibility, was transterred by long-term lease
1o the Rickenbacker Port Authority in 1992, The
state of Ohio showed cost savings by leaving
the ANG tanker units in a cantonment arca at
Rickenbacker ANGB instead of moving them to
Wright-Patterson AFB. The community argued
the move of the 178th from Springficld to WPAFB
was not cost-cflective and jeopardized unit nuli-
tary value. In addition to the cost savings realized
by not moving to WPAFB, the community
asserted significant impacts on recruitment and
retention were avoided. By moving to WPAFB,
which already has a National Guard recruiting
shortfall, the community belicved the move would
result in personnel problems. The community
also argucd moving the ANG units from
Rickenbacker o Wright-Patterson would impact
military readiness because the facilities could
not accommodate the units properly.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found moving the ANG units
from Rickenbacker ANGR to Wright-Patterson
AFB was no longer cost elicctive. The Sceretary
of Defense recommendation in 1991 1o realign
Rickenbacker units to Wright-Patterson AFB was
estimated 1o cost $49.6 million. This figure
inciuded $21 million in one-time moving, costs.
In contrast, the total cost to remain at
Rickenbacker i a cantonment arca, as recoin-
mended by the Seerctary of Defense in 1993 1s
estimated at $32.2 million. When compared 1o
the cost of realignment, a $17.4 million savings
could be realized by retaining the Air National
Guard at Rickenbacker.

Additionally, in a related move suggested by
the Scerctary of Defense, analysis showed 1t
was 1ot cost cllective 1o move the units at

springlicld to Wright-Patterson AFB or to move
the 178th from Springficld to WPALB. The USAF
performed a detailed site survey in April 1993,
and, on May 4, 1993, provided the preliminary
results. The site survey showed the USAFE
MILCON projections for construction of facili-
tics at WPAFB for the 178th FG were signifi-
cantly crroncous. Initially, in the March 1993
recommendations to the Commission, Dob
estimated the cost 1o move and beddown the
178th Fighter Group from Springficld ANGB 1o
WPATB was $3 million. The updated estimate
revealed a $35 million cost to beddown the 178th
at WPAFB. Overall, the data showed a cost of
$2G.61M to move the 178th in contrast o an
earlier stated savings of $14.39M which made
sucli a related move uneconomical.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission {inds the Secrerary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: the 1214
Air Refucling Wing (ANG) and the 160th Air
Refucling Group (ANG) will move into a
cantonment arca on the present Rickenbacker
ANGB, and operare as a tenant of the
Rickenbacker Port Authority (RPAY on RPA's
airport. The 907th Airlift Group (AFRES) will
realign to Wright-Patterson AUB, Ohio as origi-
nally recommended. The 4950th Test Wing will
still move 1o Edwards AFB, California. There is
no recommendation by the Secretary of Delense
or the Commission to move the 178th Fighter
Group: it will stay at Springlicld Municipal
Airport, Ohio.

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY

Inventory Control Points

Defense Electronics Supply Center
Gentile AFS, Ohio

Category: Inventory Control Point

Mission: Provide wholesale support of
military scrvices with clecaonic (ype items

Ine-time Cost: $ 101.2 million

Savings: 1994-99: § -47.0 million (cost)
Annual: § 23.8 million

Payback: 10 years
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close the Defense Electronics Supply Center
(DESC)Y (Gentile AFS), Dayton, Ohio, and relo-
cate its mission to the Defense Construction
Supply Center (DCSC), Columbus, Ohio.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

DESC is one of four hardware Inventory Control
Points (1ICPs). Tt is currently the host at Gentile
Air Force Station in Dayter, Ohio. The only
other tenant at Gentile ATS is the Defense Swiich-
ing Network (DSN). The base has a arge nwn-
ber of warchouses (vacant since the depot closed
in the mid-seventies) which require ealensive
renovation before they could be used as admin-
istrative office space. The Agency has no plans
to re-open the Depot at this location.

The hardware 1CPs are all similar in missions,
organizations, personnel skills and common
automated management systems. The 1CP
Coucept of Operations which whes wite sccouni
the DoD Ferce Structure Plan. indicates that
consolidation of 1CPs can reduce the cost of
operations by eliminating redundant overhead
operatiens. The Consumable Item Transfer will
be completed in FY 94 and consolidation can
begin after that transfer has been completed.

Consolidating DESC and DCSC at both Colum-
bus aud Dayton was considered. The Columbus
location provided the best overail payback and
could allow for the complete closure of Gentile
Arr Force Station, Layton, Ohto. DCSC currently
has approval for construction of a 700,000 square
foot office building which should be completed
In I'Y 96. This building will provide adequate
space for expansion of the 1CP. As a result of
the closure of DESC, Gentile Air Foree Station
will be excess 1o Air Foree needs. The Air Foree
will dispose of it in accordance with existing
policy and procedure. 1t 1s the intent of the Air
Force that the only other activity, a Delense
Switching Network terminal, phase out within
the time frame of the DESC closure. 1f the
ierminal is not phased out during this period,
it will remain as a stand alone facility.
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community contended Gentile A Torce
Station should remain open and DESC should
not move to Columbus, Qhio. The community
asserted they had empty warchouses which could
be converted into administratve use. Rather than
construct a new building at Colwmbus which
would cost $89M, the hardware center at
Columbus could be moved 10 Gentile, uuilizing
existing space and combining two activities.
The community argued such a move could be
accomplished at a lower cost than the DoD
and DLA proposal to move DESC o DCSC at
Columbus, Ohio.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Comnussion found the consolidation of In-
ventory Control Points was a ratonal approach
to increase management efficiencies. Further, the
Commission found moving DESC to DCSC
allowed for both the closing of Gentile A
Force Station and future expansion at DCSC if
required. In addition, the Commission found
the cost data supports the Sceretary’s proposal
to merge DESC with the DCSC in Columbus,
Ohio. Although the costs uscd by the Seeretary
varied and were debatable, the estimates did
not affect the validity of the recommendations.

CCOMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the foree-

1
dire nlan and final sritoria o and 1l
[RE g ra ol 1S4}

1
1 priain LIedr LrlinLiet cunili,

ct 1¢ {

that the Commission adept the
rccommendation of the Secretary of Defense:
close the Defense Electronies Supply Center
(DESC) (Gentile AFS). Dayton, Ohio. and relocate
its mission 1o the Defense Construction Supply
Center (DCSC), Columbus, Ohio.

Detense Industrial Supply Center
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Categorv: Inventory Control Poinl
Mission: Provide wholesale support of
military services with industrial type items
One-time Cost: N/A
Savings: 1994-99: N/A
Annual: N/A
P(l'\’l’ll(}\’.' N/A
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SECRLETARY OF DEFENSL
RECOMMENDATION

Relocate the Defense Industrial supply Center
(DIC), a hardware Inventory Control Point (1CP),
located in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, to New
Cuiberland, Pennsylvania.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

DISC is a werant of the Navy's Aviation Supply
Office (ASO) located in Philadelphia. With the
Navy decision o close ASO during BRAC 93,
DISC must cither be relocated or remain
behind and assume vesponsibility for the basc.

The Exceutive Group considered options where
square footage or buildable acres existed. Also,
only locations where 1CPs currently exist were
considered.

Collocation with DCSC, DESC and DGSC were
also considered. DGSC has buildable acres bw
no space available, DESC has warchouse space
and DCSC will have adminisurative space in 1997.

However, with the recommended closures of

DESC and realionment with DCSC, ihe addi-
tonal move of DiSC 1o DCESC was constdered
too risky. Scenarios were run splitting DISC
among the remaining hardware centers and
splitting DISC between DCSC and DGSC. Both
options were considered too risky because
proposed moves split managed items to multiple
locations.

Locating DISC at Delense Distribution Region
Fast, a DLA activity located at New Cumberland,
Pennsylvania, and the presence of three 1CPs
and major DLA facilivies in the area will create
signiticant opportunities for savings and cffi-
ciencies in the future. The relocation of DISC
to New Cumberland provides the best payback
for DoD. The relocation allows the Navy to close
and disposc of ASO.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argued moving DISC, the De-
fense Personnel Support Centei (DPSC), and ASO
out of Philadelphia, and closing the Defense
Clothing Factory could impact more than 9,000
jobs and would be cconomically devastating o
the community. The community contended DISC
and ASO should remain together and DPSC

should be moved 1o the ASO faaility, resulting
in the closure of the DPSC mstallation. This
scenario, they asserted, would also provide more
cost savings and would be less disruptive than
moving DPSC and DISC to New Cumberland,
as proposcd by Dol and DLA

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found moving DISC {rom Phila-
delphia would create a negative cumulative eco-
nomic impact on Philadelphia. The Commission
also found the Seerctary’s recommendation did
not yield the greatest savings commensurate with
no mission degradation. Further, the Commis-
sion found the most cost-cifective option was
for DISC 10 remain in place.

COMMIISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 4, 5,
and 6. Therefore, the Commission recommends
the following: the Defense Industrial Supply
Center remains open and Jocated within the
Aviation supply Office componnd in Philadel-
plua, Pennsylvamia. 1he Commission linds this
reconumendation is consistent with the foree-
structurce plan and final criteria.

Defense Personnel Support Center
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Categeory: Inventory Contrel Point

Mission: Provide food, clothing and textiles,
medicines, and medical equipment 1o
military persenncl and their cligible
I.il'}’l"lii'.'l’f.\' werldwidy

Cost to close: $ 45.9 million

Savings: 1994-99: $ 6.5 million
Annual: $ 26.1 million

Payback. 7 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close the Defense Personnel Support Center
(DPsC), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and relocate
its mission to the Defense Distribution Reglon
East, New Cumberland, Pennsylvania. Close the
Defense Clothing Factory, relocate the personnel
supporting the flag mission, and use existing
commereial sources to procure the Clothing
Factory products.
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

DPSC is the host of this Army-permitied activ-
ity in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The installa-
tion also houses the Clothing Factory, thie Defense
Contract Management District (DCMD) Mid-
atlantic, and other tenants with approximately
800 personnel. The decision o close the Clothing
Factory is based on the premise that clothing
requirements for the armed forees can be ful-
filled cost effectively by commercial manufac-
turers, without compromising quahty or delivery
lead time. DPSC was not reviewed as part of
the 1CP category since it manages a much smaller
number of items which have a significantly higher
dollar value than the hardware 1CPs. The activ-
ity has no administrative space available, but
docs have a small number of buildable acres.
Environmental problems at DPSC would make
building or extensive renovations impossible for
some time in the future.

With the movement of DCMD Midatlantic and
the Clothing Factory ow of DPSC, the Working,
Group examined options to cither utilize the
base as a receiver or move DPSC to another
location. Scenarios were built so that activities
moved to locations where excess space had been
identificd. DISC, cwrrently a tenant at ASO which
is reccommended for closure by the Navy, was
considered for possible realignment 1o DPSC. A
scenario which realigned DPSC to ASO where
DLA would assume responsibility for the base
was analyzed. Another, which split the three
commodities at DPSC between DGSC and DCSC
was also examined.

The distribution depot at New Cumberland has
available buildable acres. Additionally, another
recommendation moves DISC, a hardware 1CP
from Philadelphia 1o New Cumberland. This
allows scveral activities to be consolidated. The
presence of three ICPs and major DLA facilities
in the area will create significant opportunitics
for savings and cfficiencies in the futwe. As a
result of the closure of DPSC, the property will
be excess 1o Army needs. The Army will dis-
pose of 1t in accordance with existing policy
and procedure.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argued moving DPSC out of
south Philadelphia would severely impact the
livelihood of the south Philadelphia merchants,
who rely on DPSC personnel for their business.
The community also contended moving the
Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC), the
Delense Personnel support Center (DP5C) and
the Aviation Supply Office (ASO) out of Phila-
delphia and closing the Defense Clothing
Factory could impact more than 9,000 jobs and
would be cconomically devastating 1o the com-
munity. The community believed DISC and ASO
should remain together and DPSC should be
moved o the ASO facility, resulting in the
closure of the DPSC installation. This scenario,
they argued, would also provide more cost savings
and would be less disruptive than moving DISC
and DISC 1o New Cumberland, as proposed by
DoD and DLA.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The commission found relocating DPSC owt of
Philadelphia wouid result in a significant loss
of trained workers who would be difficult 10
replace. The Commission also found this move
would have an adverse cconomic impact on
Philadelphia. The Commission found the
Sceretary’s recommendation did not yield the
greatest savings commensurate with no mission
degradation. The Commission also found the
ASO installation had enough excess capacity to
accommodate the present tenants, ASO and DISC,
as well as DPSC. The Commission tound this to
be the most cost cliective opuiol.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds that the Sccretary of De-
fense deviated substantially from final criteria
4.5, and 6. Therefore, the Comunission recom-
mends the {ollowing: relocate the Defense Per-
sonnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
to the Aviation Supply Office compound in North
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The Commission finds
this recommendation is consistent with the force-
structure plan and final criteria.
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Servic\Support Activitics

Defense Clothing Factory
Philadelphia, Pennsylvariia
Category: Scrvice/Support Activity
Mission: Suige capacity to support
mobilization requirements, production
of small lots and special sizes 1equirements
and preduction of hand-cmbroidered flags
One-time Cost: § 19.2 million
Savings: 1994-99: § 75.3 million
Annual: $ 15.5 million
Payback: 2 years

>

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Close the Defense Personnel Support Center
(DPSC),  Philadelphia, Pennsylvania,  and
relocate its mission to the Defense Distribution
Region East, New Cumberland, Pennsylvania.
Close the Defense Clothing Factory, relocate the
personnel supporting the tlag mission, and use
exisitng commercial sources to procure the Cloth-

ing Factory products.
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

DPSC is the host of this Army-permitted activ-
ity in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The installa-
tion also houses the Clothing Factory, the Defense
Contract Management District Mid-Atlantic
(DCMDM), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and other
tenants with approximately 800 personnel. The
decision to close the Clothing Factory is basea
on the premise that clothing requirements for
the armed forees can be fuihiled cost effectively
by commercial manufacturers, without compro-
mising quality or delivery lead e, DPSC was
not reviewed as part of the Inventory Conirol
Point (ICP) category because it manages a much
staller number of items which have a sigmli-
cantly higher dollar value than the hardware
1CPs. The activity has no administrative space
available, but does have a small number of build-
able acres. Environmental problems at DPSC
would make building or extensive renovations
impossible for some time in the future.

With the movement of DEMD Mid-Atlantuie and
the Clothing Factory out of DPsC, the Working
Group examined options io cither utilize the
base as a recciver or move DPSC 1o anathe
location. Scenarios were built so that activities
were moved to locations where excess space had
been identificd. The Defense industrial supply
Center (DISO), currendy a tenant at the Avia-
tion Supply Oftice (ASO), which is reconumended
for closure by the Navy, was considered for
possible realignment 1o DPSC. A scenario which
reatigned DPSC 1o ASO, in which DLA would
assume responsibility for the base, was analyzed.
Another option, which split the three commodities
at DPsC bewween the Defense General Supply
Center (DGSC), Richmond, Virginia, and the
Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSCO),
Columbus, Ohio, was also examined.

The distribution depot at New Cumberland has
available buildable acres. Additionally, another
recommendation moves DISC, a hardware 1CP,
from Philadelphia to New Cumberland. This
allows several activities 1o be consolidated. The
presence of three 1CPs and magjor Defense Lo-
gistics Apency (DLA) facilities in the area will
create signilicant opportunities for savings and
efficiencies in the fuare. As a result of the
closure of DPSC, the property will be excess Lo
Army nceds. The Army will dispose of 1t in
accordance with existing policy and procedure.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community noted the clothing factory
cmployees represented approximately 10 per-
cent of the peeple emiployed in the apparel trade
in the cighi-county Philadelphia metropolitan
statistical arca. It pointed out the cmployees are
primarily minorities and many bhave worked for
years in the Clothing Factory. T argued it would
be difficult tor the Factory employees to find
jobs in their wade il the Factory closes. Tt also
argued the Clothing Factory has taken on a new
mission as an cvaluation and demonstration site
ior new apnarel technologics.
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COMMISSION FINDINGS

Although the Commission considered whether
the Clothing Factory could remain as a stand-
alone activity at the Delense Personnel support
Center, the Commission found the Clothing
Factory’s mission could be accommodated
far more cconomically by commercial manu-
facturers without compromising quality or
delivery. The cost data supported the Secretary’s
recommendation,

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds that the Secretary of
Defense did not deviate substantially from the
foree-structure plan and final criteria, and, there-
fore, that the Comimission adopt the following
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense:
Close the Defense Clothing Factory, Philadel-
phia, Pennsylvania, relocate the personnel sup-
porting the flag mussion, and use existing
commercial sources to procure the Clothing
Factory products.
Deiense Logistics Services Center
Defense Reutilization and Marketing

Service Battle Creck, Michigan
Cutegory: Service/support Activity
Mission: DISC - Manages and operates

the federal catalog system.
DRMNS - Responsible for Dold's excess

personal property program
One-time Cost: N/A
Savings: 1994-99: N/A

Annual: NiIA

Pd)’]’d('k.‘ N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Disestablish the Defense Logistics Services Cen-
ter (DLsO), Baude Creek, Michigan, and collo-
cate its mission with the Defense Construction
supply Center (DCSC), Columbus, Ohio.

Relocate the Defense Reutilization and Market-
g Service (DRMS). Battle Creek, Michigan, 1o
the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC),
Columbus, Ohio. DCSC will provide all neces-
sary support services for the relocated person-
nel. Two separate functional areas, Logistics
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Information Management and Logistics Infor
mation Distribution, will be assigned to the RLA
Inventory Centrol Point (ICP)Y to accommodate
the operational mission arcas now performed
by DLSC.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE jUSTIFICATION

With the implementation of DMRD 918, "Defense
Information Infrastructure Resouree Plan,” the
responsibility for Central Design Activity (C1IA)
and Information Processing Centers (1PC) were
assigned to the Defense Information Technology
Service Organization. As a result of the realign-
metit the continued need of DLSC as a siand
alone organization was evaluated. By consoli-
dating funciions av a DLA TICP, all support ser-
vices can be performed by the receiving activity.
some of the functions currently being performed
by DLSC NATO Codification personnel can be
distributed among the remaining DLA hardware
centers, thereby consolidating similar functions.
This relocation also places HQ DRMS Batle
Creek, Michigan, and Operations Last, Colum-
bus, Chio, with a DLA Inventery Contvol Point
to facilitate overall matericl management. Sav-
ings result from moving DLSC and DRMS from
GSA-leased space.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argued the DLA cost savings
were substantiadly overstated primarily because
most of the personnel the Defense Logistics
Ageney claimed would be eliminated by relo-
cating DRMS and disestablishing DESC could
actually be ehmmated even i the actvaties
remained where they were. The community
realized the cost of the GSA Tease for the DESC/
DRMS facility would be saved if the two oiga-
nizations were relocated. However, they con-
tended the government would continue o incur
pait of the fease cest because the General Ser-
vices Administration would be required to main-
tain the empty office space in the Bawle Creck
Federal building if the acuvities moved.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found DLSC and DRMS were
independent activities with hule synergism to
be gained from being located with DCSC. In
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addition the Commission [ound cconomic hard-
ships could occur in Batde Creek, Michigan, by
relocating DLSC and DRMS. Further, the Coms-
mission found tne value of existing personnel
efficiencics could not be measured. Also, the
cost efficiencies were negligible when the over-
all cost o the taxpayer was considered.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission linds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from firal criterion 4,
Therelore, the Commission recommends the fol-
lowing: the Defense Logistics Services Center
and  Defense Reutilization and  Marketing
service remain open and located in Bautle
Creek, Michigan. The Commission finds this
recommendation is consistent with the force-
structure plan and final criteria.

Regional Headquarters

Defense Contract Management
District Midatlantic,
Philadelphia, Pennsyivania, and

Defense Contract Management
District Northcentral,
Chicago, 1llinois

Category: Regional

Mission: Perform contract administration
services for Dol organizations and
ciher ULS. Government agencics

One-time Cost: $ 10.1 million

Savings: 1994-99: & 741 millivi
Annudl: $ 17.5 million

Paybuck: 2 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Disestablish Defense Contract Management
Pistrict Midattantic (DCMDM) and Defense
Contract Management Diswrict Northeeniral
{(DCMDN), and refocate the missions to DCMD
Northeast, DCMDE south, and DCMD Woest.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The Defense Contract Management Districts per-
form operational support and management over-
sight of 105 Defense Contract Managenent Arca

Operations (DCMAQs) and Defense Plant Rep-
resentative Offices (DPROs). Since the estab-
lishmient of the DCMDs a number of DCMAOSs
and DPROs have been disestablished, thereby
reducing the span of control responsivility of
the five DCMDs. Based on the assumptions
derived from the DoD Foree Structure Plan, it
is anticipated the DCMD span of control will
not increase in future y2ars. This allows for the
reconfiguration of the DCMDs hy realigning
responsibility for the operational activities, thereby
reducing the number of headquarters facilities
which perform operational support and man-
agement oversight. All plant and arca opera-
tions would ccatinue 1o be under geographically
aligned Districts. The Military Value analysis
resultea in the recommendation to disestabiish
the Midatlantic and Northeentral activities and
relocate their muissions to the three remaining
districts.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The Philadelphia community argued DCMD
Midatlantic should not be closed because the
facility was the most cost-ellective and efficient
of the five district offices. The Chicago commu-
nity argued the Defense Logistics Agency was
spending $12 million to rehabilitate the build-
ing occupicd by the Northeenural Distnet office
at the same time it was recommending closing
its district office. Both organizations believed
their work force was superior to those of the
ather districts.

IO ARATCCT
LAZIYLLYAL D ALY

The Commission fouad consolidating the DCMDs
frem five 1o three was a reasonable approach
increasing management clficiencies, The Com-
mission also founda the quantity and complexity
ol 1he assigned workloads, geographical loca-
tion, and otver lactors analyzed supported the
Secretary’s recommenaation. Onee the consoli-
dation is completed, DLA will realhize a $17.5
million per year steady-state savings with no
mission degradation.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Seerctary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final eritena. Therelore, the
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Commission  recommends  the  following:
discstablish Defense Contract Management
District Midatlantic (DCMDM) and Defensce
Contract Management District Northeentral
(DCMDN), and relocate the missions to DCMD
Northeast, DCMD South, and DCMD West.

Defense Contract Management
District West
El Segundo, California

Category: Regional

Mission: Perform contract administration
services for Dol organizations and
other U.S. Government agencies

Once-time Cost: $12.5 million

Savings: 1994-99: % -5.1 million (Cost)
Annual: % 4.4 million

Pavbuck: 9 vears

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Relocare the Detense Contract Management District
West (DCMD Wesy), E Segundo, California, 1o
Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Los Angeles, CA.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The DCMD West is currently locaied in GSA-
leased administrative space in El Segundo, CA.
Signilicant savings will result by moving the
organization from GSA space to a building on
Government property at Long Beach Naval
Shipyard, CA. A aumber of available Dol prop-
crtics were considered as potential relocation
sites. The Navai Shipyard was selecied because
it docs not involve the payment of Personnel
Change of Station (PCS) costs. This move may
require new construction to provide a building
to reccive the DEMD West.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formai expressions from the
community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found it was cost clfective for
DCMD West 1o move from leased spaced to
DoD-owned property. Further, Dol was con-
sidering new construction at the Long Beach
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Naval Shipyard for DCMD West and the Com-
mission found it questionable to construct new
facilities given the apparent abundance of avail-
able buildings on Dol installations or other fed-
crally owned buildings.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substanuially from final criterion 2.
Therefors, the Commission recommends the {ol-
lowing: relocate the Defense Contract Manage-
ment District, El Segundo, Cahifornia, to Long
Beach Naval Shipyard, Los Angeles, California,
or space obtained {from exchange of land for
space between the Navy and the Port Author-
ity/City of Long Beaci. The Commission finds
this recommendation 1s consistent with the force
structure plan and final criteria.

Defense Distribution Depots

Defense Distribution Depot
Charleston, South Carolina

Category: Distribution depots

Mission: Receive, store, and issuc wholesale
and retail (service owned) material in
support of the Armed Forces

One-time Cost: $ 12.0 million

Savings: 1994-1999: $ -9.4 million (Cost)
Annual: $ 1.1 million

Payback: 26 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Discstabiish Defense Distribution Depot Charles-
ton, South Cavolina (DDCS), and relocate the
mission to Defense Distribution Depot Jackson-
ville, Florida (DDJF). Slow moving and/or inac-
tive material remaining at DDCS at the time of
the realignment will be relocated to available
storage space within the Do Distribution System.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The decision to realign DDCS was driven by
the Navy's decision to close several naval activi-
tics in Charleston, SC, climinating DDCS's
customer base. The loss of castomer base along
with sulficient storage space in the Dob distri-
bution system drove the disestablishiment. DDCS
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rated 6 out of 29 in the military value matrix.
All depots rated lower than DDCS are collo-
cated with their primary customer, 2 mainte-
nance depot.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the
commurnity.

COMMISSION 'INDINGS

The Commission recommended the partial
disestablishment of the Naval Supply Center and
the closure of Naval Station Charleston, South
Carolina. The Commission found these naval
installations to be the principal customers of
the Defense Distribution Depot Charleston. With
no major customers, the need for the distribu-
tion depot will be eliminai=d. Further, the Com-
mission found closing this depot would reduce
the overall excess capacity in the defense distri-
bution depot system.
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The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force struc-
ture plan and final criteria. Therefore, the Com-
mission recommends the following: disestablish
Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, SC
(DDCS), and relocate the mission to Defense
Distribution Depot Jacksonville, FL (DDJF). Slow
moving and/or inactive material remaining ar
DDCS at the time of the realignment will be
relocated to available storage space within the
DeD Distribution System.

Defense Distribution Depot
Letterkenny, Pennsylvania

Category: Distribution depots

Mission: Receive, store, and issue wholesale
and retail (service owned) material in
support of the Armed Forces

One-iime Cost: N/A

Savings: 1994-99: N/A
Annual: N/A

Payvback: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Disestablish  Detense Distribution Depot
Letterkenny, Pennsylvania (DIDLP), and relocate
the depot’s functions and materiel 1o Delense
Distribution Depot Tobyhanna, Pennsylvania
(DDTP), Defense Distribution Depot Anniston,
Alabama, and Defense Distribution Pepot
Red River, Texas (DDRT). Active consumabhle
items will be moved to Defense Depot New
Cumberland, Pennsylvania, and Delense Depot
Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania. Any remaining
materiel will be placed in available storage
space within the DoD Distribution System.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The decision to disestablish DDLP was driven
by the Army decision to realigin the Letterkenay
Army Depot and consolidate its depot mainte-
nance functions with those existing ar Tobyhanna
Army Depot, Pennsylvania, Anniston Army
Depot, Alabama, and Red River Army Depot,
Texas. Realignment of DDLF’s primary customer
and substandard facilives drive the decision (o
relocate the distribution mission to DDRT. DDL?
rated 25 out of 29 in the military value martrix.
All depoms raied lower than DDLP are colio-
cated with thenr primary customer, a mainte-
nance depot.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the
commnunity.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission recoimmended letterkenny
Army Depot not be realigned and its mainte-
nance function be retained. Accordingly, the
Commission found the Delense Distribution
Depot Leterkenny, which provides principal
support to the Letterkenny Army Depot, is
required.
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COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criterion 1.
Therefore, the Commission recommends the
following: the Defense Distribution Depot
Letterkenny, Chambersburg, Pennsylvania,
remains open. The Commission finds this
rccommendation to be consistent with the
force structure plan and final criteria.

Defense Distribution Depot
Oakland, California

Category: Distribution depot
Mission:Receive, store, and issue wholesule
and retuil Gervice owned) material in
support of the Armed Forces
One-time Cost: $ 15.0 million
Savings: 1994-99: $ 17.3 million

Annual: § 10.0 million
Payback: 5 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Oukland,
California (DDOQ), and relocate the primary
mission ¢ Defense Distribution Depot Tracy,
CA(DLTQ), Defense Distribution Depot Sharpe,
CA (DDSC), and Defense Distribution Depot San
Dicgo, CA (DDDC). Slow moving or inactive

materiel remaining at DDOC at the time of

clostie will be relocated to other available
storage space within the DoD Distribution Sysiem.
SECRUTARY OF D
The decsion to realign DDOC was driven by
the Navy's deciston 1o close Oakland Navy Basc
and Naval Air Station Alameda, CA. The closwre
of the Navy Supply Center at Qakland (fleet
support) and the Naval Aviation Depot at Alameda
removed the customer base from Oakland. This
closure along with substandard facilities con-
tributed o the decision to realign the distribu-
tion mission out of Oakland. DDOC rated 14
out of 29 in the military value matrix. Except
{or two depots, all depots rated lower than DDOC
are collocated with a maintenance depot. The
other two depots exceed Oakland’s throughput
capacity and storage space.
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS

There were no formal expressions from the
community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission recommended closing Naval
Alr Station Alameda, California, Naval Aviation
Depot Alameda, California, and Naval Station
Treasure Island, California. The Commission
found these naval installations 1o be the princi-
pal customers of the Defense Distribution
Depot Oakland. Because of the loss of the prin-
cipal customers, the need for the distribution
depot was eliminated. Further, the Commission
found closing this depot would reduce the overall
excess capacity in the Defense Distribution
Depot system.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following:
disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Oakland,
CA (DDOC), and relocate the primary mission
to Defense Distribution Depot Tracy, CA (DDTO),
Defense Distribution Depot Sharpe, CA (DDSC),
and Defense Distribution Depot San Diego, CA
(DDDC). Slow moving or inactive materiel
remaining at DDOC at the time of closure will
be relocated to other available storage space within
the DoD Distribution System.

TYnlnsecnns Thictsma il ave e
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Pensacola, Florida

Category: Distribution depots

Mission: Receive, store, and issue wholesale
and retail (service owned) materidl in
support of the Armed Forces

One-time Cost: $ 2.2 miliion

Savings: 1994-99: % 3.1 mullion
Annual: § 1.5 million

Payback: 5 years
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Disestablish  Defense  Distribution  Depot
Pensacola, Florida (DDPF), and relocate the mis-
sion to Defense Distribution Depot Jacksonville,
FL. (DDJF). Slow moving and/or inactive material
remaining at DDPF at the time of the disestab-
lishment will be relocated to available storage
space within the DoD Distiibution System.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The decision to disestablish DDPF was driven
by the Navy’s decision to close the Naval Sup-
ply Center and Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola,
Fl.. These closures eliminaied DDPF's customer
base. The loss of customer base along with suf-
ficient storage space in the DoD distribution
b system drove the disestablishment. DDPF rated
10 out of 29 in the military value matrix. All
depots rated lower thun DDPF are collocated
with their primary customer, a maintenance depot.
COMMUNITY CONCERNS
There were no formal expressions from the
community.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission recommended closing the
Naval supply Center and Naval Aviation Depot
at Pensacola. The Commission found these
installations to be the principal customers of
Delense Distribution Depot Pensacola. Because
of the loss of the principal customers, the need
for the distribution depot was eliminated. The
Commission also found closing this distribution
depot was consistent with efficient management
and would reduce the overall exceess capucity in
the Defense Distribution Depot system.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Comumission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the jorce struc-
ture plan and final criteria. Thercfere, the Com-
mission recommends the following: disestablish
Delense Distribution Depot Pensacola, FL (DDPE),
and relocate the mission to Delense Distribution
Depot Jacksonville, FL (DDJTY). Slow moving and/

or inactive material remaining at DDPF at the

time of the disestablishment will be relocated

to available storage space within the DoD Dis-
tribution System. '

Defense Distribution Depot
Tooele, Utah

Category: Distribution depots

Mission: Reccive, store, and issuc wholesale
and retail (service owned) material in
support of the Armed Forces

One-time Cosi: § 39.7 million

Savings: 1994-99: $ -19.2 million (Cost)
Anaual: $ 5.6 million

Payback: 11 ycars

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Tacels,
Utah (DDTU). Relocate the depat’s functon:/
materiel 10 Defense Distribution Depot Red River,
Texas (DDRT). Any remaining material wili be
placed n available space in the DeD Disiribu-
tion System.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

The aecision to disestablish DDTU was driven
by the Army decision to realign Tooele Army
Depot and consolidate its depot maintenance
functions wiih those existing at Red River Army
Depot. The realignment of DDTU's priraary cus-
tomer and the substandard facilities drive the
decision to disestablish DDTU and relocate its

functions and maicticl o DDRT. DDTU raicd R /oS
18 out of 29 in the military value matrix. With Yo
the exception of one depot (Columbus, Ohio), : b
lower rated depots are collocated with their .
primary customer, a maintenance depot. The o
Columbus depot has almost twice the storage : J;ﬁ

capacity and four times the issue throughput
capacity as DDTU.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS ; A(‘i
There were no formal expressions trom the %
community. 5 5,3
b
,%' #
:
W
'\\
'!g.v
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COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission recommended realigning the
Tooele Army Depot and consolidating its main-
tenance functions with those at Red River Army
Depot. Because the Tooele Army Depot was the
principal customer of Defense Distribution
Depot Tooele, the distribution depot is no longer
required. Also, the Commission found closing
this Distribution Depot would reduce the over-
all excess capacity in the Defense Distribution
Depot system. Further, the Commission found
the 1988 Base Closure and Realignment Com-
mission recommended the relocativn of the
Pueblo Army Depot, Colorado supply mission
to Tooele Army Depot, Utah.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially fromt final criterion 2.
Therefore, the Commission recommertids the fol-
lowing: disestablish Defense Distribution Depot
Tooele, Utah (DDTU). Relocate the depot’s func-
tions/matericl to Delense Distribution Depot Red
River, Texas (DDRT). Any remaining material
will be placed in available space in the DoD
Distribution System. Change the recommenda-
tion of the 1988 Commission regarding, Pueblo
Army Depot, CO, ss follows: instcad of sending
the supply mission to Teocle Army Depot, UT,
a3s recommended by the 1988 Commission,
relocate the mission to a location to be deter-
mined by the Defense Logistics Agency. The
Commission finds this recommendation is
consisient wiih ihe force struciure plan and
final criteria.

DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS
AGENCY (DISA)

Category: Defense Information Systems
Agency (DISA)

Mission: Non-combat Data Processing

Cnce-time Cost: $ 316 million

Savings: 1994-99: § 401 million
Annual: $ 212 million

Payback: 5 vcars
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Execute a DoD-wide Data Center Consolidation
Plan that disestablishes 44 major data process-
ing centers (DPCs) by consolidating their infor-
mation processing workload into fifteen
standardized, automated “megacenters” located
in existing DoD facilities.

The 44 DPCs recommended for disestablishment
are located at the following DoD installations:

Navy Sites

NCTS San Diego, CA

NSC Puget Sound, WA

NSC Norfolk, VA

NAWC AD Patuxent River, MD
NAWC WD Point Mugu, CA
NSC Pearl Harbor, HI

NAS Whidbey Island, WA
TRF Kings Bay, GA

NAS Key West, FL

NAS Oceana, VA
NCTAMSLANT Norfolk, VA
NCTS New Orleans, LA
CRUITCOM Arlington, VA
NARDAC San Francisco, CA
NCCQSC San Diego. CA
NSC Charleston, SC

ASQO Philadelphia, PA

NCTS Pensacola, FL.

NAWC WD China Lake, CA
FISC San Diego, CA

FACSO Port Hueneme, CA
TR Bangor, WA

NAS Brunswick, ME

NAS Mayport, ¥L

EPMAC New Orleans, LA
BUPERS Washington, DC
NCTS Washington, DC
NCTAMS LASTPAC Pearl Harbor, Hl
NAVDAF Corpus Christi, TX
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Marine Corps Sites

MCAS Cherry Point, NC
RASC Camp Pendleton, CA
RASC Camp Lejeune, NC
MCAS El Toro, CA

Air Force Sites

CPSC San Antonio, TX
FMPC Randolph AFB, TX
7:th CG, Pentagon, VA
RPC McCleilan AFB, CA

Defense Logistics Agency Sites
IPC Battile Creek, Ml

1PC Philadelphia, PA

iPC Ogden, UT

1PC Richmond, VA

Defense Information Systems Agency Sites
DITSO Indianapolis 1PC, IN

DITSO Columbus Annex (Dayton), OH
DITSO Kansas City IPC, MO

Recommended Megacenter Locations
» Columbus, Ohio

* Ogden, Utah

* San Antonio, Texas

* Rock Island, lllinois

* Montgomery, Alabama

¢ Den- er, Colorado

* Warner-Robins, Georgla

* Huntsville, Alabama

* Mechanicsburg, Pennsyivania
* Dayton, Ohio

* St. Louis, Missouri

* Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

* Jacksonville, Florida

* Chambersburg, Pennsylvania
* Cleveland, Ohio

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

A DPC is an organizationally defined set of dedi-
cated personnel, computer hardware, computer
software, telecommunications, and environmen-
tally conditioned facilitics the primary function
of which is to provide computer processing sup-
port for customers. The DPCs to be closed werz
transferred from the Military Departments and
Defense Agencies to the Pefense Information
Systems Agency (DISA) under the guidelines of
Defense Management Report Decision (DMRD)
918. Rapid consolidation of these facilities
is necessary to accommodate a significant
portion of the DMRD 918 budget savings total-
ing $4.5 billion while continuing o support
the mission and functions of DoD at the
required service levels.

Consolidation of DPCs is one of several cost
saving initiatives underway within DISA. Best
industry practice in the private sector has
established the viability and desirability of
this approach. It will position DoD to more
eflicienly support common data processing
requirements across Services by leveraging
information technology and resource investments
to meet multiple needs. In the long term, it will
increase the Military Departments’ and Defense
Agencies’ access to state-of-the-art technology
while requiring fewer investments to support
similar Service needs. This is an aggressive plan
that will ultimately position DoD to support
business improvement initiatives, downsizing,
and streamlining through the efficient use and
deployment of technoelogy. DISA has undertaken
an extensive cvaluation of candidate megacenters
to ensure the facilities, security, and ongoing
operations will support an efficient and flexible
Defense Information Infrastructure capable
of meeting the requirements of the Defense
community.

During the evaluation process the 1PC at
McClellan Air Force Base rated high enough to
be selected as a megacenter site. However, with
the Air Force’s recommendation to close
McClellan Air Force Base the McClellan [PC was
removed from further consideration.
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS

Communities questioned DoD's selection process
and the accuracy of collected data. Specifically,
they questioned the requirement that a
megacenter candidate have raised floors of at
least 18 inches and the reason DoD did not
take into account a facility’s efficiency. Several
communitics contended crroneous data misrep-
resented their facilities” physical condition, floor
space, security arrangement, communication
bandwidth, or regional operations cost. Com-
munities also questioned the statistical method-
ology used to rate the data on cach site.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found errors and inconsisten-
cies among the data on the 35 sites, which
affected the relative ranking of the megacenters.
Correciions in the total power capacity of
Resource Management Business Activity, Cleve-
land, Ohio, changed its rank to below the thresh-
old for becoming a megacenter.,

The Commission also found the security of
future megacenter sites to be a central issuc.
Sceurity was a key concern of the Secretary of
Defense, and the communities questioned the
security rating of individual sites and scoring
methodology. Analysis showed the initial sccu-
rity ratings of a few megacenter candidates were
inaccurate. Corrections were made, but these
changes did not impact the final megacenter
sclection list.

The Cominission agrevd with the Secrctary that
the 18 inch floor requirement for conditioned
spacc was a valid criterion for megacenter
candidates, as it ensures space for potential
growth. The Commission used a statistically
robust mcthodology to determine the overall
ranking of the various sites. These ctforts led to
Multifunction Information Processing Activity San
Dicgo, Califor-ia, being added to the list of
recommended megacenter sites.

DoD’s initial analysis ranked Regional Process-
ing Center, McClellan Air Foree Base, high enough
to be considered a megacenter candidate. How-
cver, RPC McClellan was excluded from the DoD
recommended megacenter sites because DISA
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assumed DoD  would recommend closing
McClellan Air Force Base, the RPC’s host. But
neither DoD nor the Commission recommended
closing McClellan AFB. Thercfore, RPC MceClellan
should remain open.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 2 and
3. Therefore, the Commission recommends the
following: disestablish the 43 DISA information
processing ccnters listed below:

Navy Sites

NSC Charleston, SC

NSC Puget Sound, WA

NSC Norfolk, VA

NAWC AD Patuxent River, MD

NAWC WD Point Mugu, CA

NSC Pearl Harbor, Hi

NAS Whidbey Island, WA

TRE Kings Bay, GA

NAS Key West, I'L.

NAS Oceana, VA

NCTAMSLANT Norfolk, VA

NCTS New Orleens, LA

CRUITCOM Arlington, VA

NARDAC Ssan Francisco, CA

NCCOSC San Diego, CA

ASQO Philadelphia, PA

NCTS Pensacola, FL

NAWC WD China Lake, CA

FISC San Dicgo, CA

FACSO Port Hueneme, CA

TRE Bangor, WA

NAS Brunswick, ME

NAS Mayport, L.

EPMAC New Orleans, LA

BUPERS Washington, DC

NCTS Washington, DC

NCTAMS EASTPAC Pearl Harbor, 111

NAVDAF Corpus Christi, TX
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Marine Corps Sites

MCAS Cherry Point, NC
RASC Camp Pendleton, CA
RASC Camp lejeune, NC
MCAS El Toro, CA

Air Force Sites

CPSC San Antonio, TX
AFMPC Randolpl: AFB, TX
7th CG, Pentagon, VA

Defense Logistics Agency Sites
IPC Battle Creek, Ml

IPC Philadelphia, PA

IPC Ogden, UT

IPC Richmond, VA

Defense Information Systems Agency Sites
DITSO Indianapolis IPC, IN

DITSO Columbus Annex (Dayton), OH
RMBA Cleveland, OH

Consolidate the information processing center
workload at the following 16 megacenters:

Recommended Megacenter Locations
* Colambus, Ohio

* Ogden, Utah

¢ San Antonio, Texas

* Rock Island, illinois

* Montgomery, Alabama

* Denver, Colorado

* Warner-Robins, Georgia

* Huntsville, Alabama

* Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania
* Dayton, Ohio

* St. Louis, Missouri

* Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

» Jacksonville, Florida

* Chambersburg, Pennsylvania
* San Diego, California

* Sacramento,California

The Commission finds this recommendation
is consistent with the force-structure plan and
final critena.
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Scveral issues which surfaced during the
Commission’s review and analysis process were
particularly noteworthy. While the Commission
is specifically charged with transmitting its rec-
ommendations for military base closures and
realignments to the President, the Commission
believes it can offer valuable insight and guid-
ance regarding the base closure process based
upon its intimate involvement and first-hand
¢xperience. The Commission believes it would
be remiss if it were to forego the opportunity to
share its concerns.

Interservicing

The Department of Defense has been attempting
for approximately 20 years without significant
success to interservice depot maintenance
workload. In his testimony before the Commis-
sion in March, 1993, the Seccretary ol Defense
stated DoD did not have adequate time to
address the interservicing issue or to compile
the necessary data to submit recommendations
to the 1993 Commission. However, the Scere-
tary inaicated he would welcome any Cominis-
sion actions which would result in increased
interservicing of DoD commuodities.

Committed to streamlining depot maintenance
workload to achieve maximum efficiencies, the
Commission determined the following five com-
modities should be reviewed for interservicing
potential: wheeled vehicles, rotary-wing aircraft,
tactical missiles, and ground communications;
the fifth, fixed-wing aircraft, was ultimately
deferred from ‘urther analysis due o a lack of
reliable or comparable cost and capaciiy data.
The results of the Commission's review are
presented in Chapter One of this Report.

The Commission’s recommendations to consoli-
date depot maintenance workload through
mterservicing represent only an initial attempt
at achieving cost savings. The efficiencies to
be realized from interservicing dictate DoD
conduct an exhaustive review and present its
recommendations/actions during the 1995 round

¢ ONSIDERATION

of the base closure process. The Commission
strongly supports a jeint organization respon-
sible for assigning workloads to the DoD's main-
tenance depots. Joint oversight could mandate
cost effective interservicing actions circumvent-
ing Services' parochial interests. DoD must
create strong incentives for the Services to pur-
suc interservicing. Additionally, any future con-
sideration of interservicing must include a
comprehensive review of private-sector capability.

Depot Capacity

Although the Commission took actions to make
recommendations regarding the reduction of
unnecessary depot activities and capabilities, the
Commission fully recognizes there clearly
remains excess capacity within the DoD depot
system. Interservicing, as addressed in a separate
issuc within this chapter, and consolidation can
go a long way in reducing excess depot capacity
while realizing certain synergies and cost-
effectiveness relating economies of scale generally
attendant to consolidation. Historically, each
Service has preferred to remain in control of its
own depot systems; however, the shrinking
defense budget and attendant downsizing of the
Department simply will not allow this scheme
to continue. Therefore, the Commission recom-
mends the Secretary of Defense consider during
his botiom-up review of the Department, a singic
defense depot system with a joint responsibil-
ity. All DoD maintenance depots should come
under the direct command and control of a single
joint Services organization. The organization
should have the authority 10 assign workloads
between depots or private secter as appropriate
and impiement uniform procedures for measuring
and evalvating depot performance. Accordingly,
the Commission further recommends the Sec-
retary impose a moratorium on further depot
expansion relative to the purchase of new prop-
ertics and the construction of new facilitics
until such time as the bottom-up review can
determune the overall capacity requirements
within the DoD depot system.
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Private Sector Capability

The Secretary of Defense, in his recommenda-
tions to the 1993 Commission, did not address
the issue of domestic private-sector capability
to Crightsize” the overall DoD depot infra-
structure. However, the issue of private-sector
capability was a recurnug theme during the
Commission’s deliberations. The Commission felt
the domestic private sector could provide a
potentially cost-ctfective option o DoDl)'s in-house
capability for repairing and maimaining its equip-
ment, which should be exploited for potential
cconomies. A shift o the private sector for main-
tenance services may also have a positive
impact on maintaining the nation’s industrial
basc. By downsizing DoD's in-house maintenance
capability to the minimum necessary, operational
requirements may be met in the most cost-
ctfective manner through a different mix of public
and private industrial support. Therefore, the
Commission strongly rccommends the Secretary
of Defense address the private-sector capability,
within the context of an integrated national
industrial philosophy. in his recommendations
for the 1995 round of base closures. In so
doing, the Secretary must recognize he will meet
an understandable bias of the various service
depots against private sector contracting because
of their own aced to maintain volume as their
workload shrinks.

Implementation of the
Commission’s Recommendations

The Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) in
the DLPJI[H]CI][ of Defense assists local com-
munities’ cconomic transition following military
base closures and realignments. Despite statis-
tics showing local communitics often thrive
after base closures with OEA assistance, envi-
ronmemal study and cleanup requirements have
resulted in a slowdown in the disposal process,
causing local communities to report severe
delays in land reuse. A delay in beginning the
reuse process leads 1w deteriorating facilities,
loss of community benefits, waning fiscal and
human resources, and may be the largest single
impediment to aftfected communitics suceess-
fully transitioning their local cconomices.

During the 1993 investigative hearings, the
Commission heard testimony from affected
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communitics and several reuse groups regard-
ing recommendations on improving the property-
disposal  process. The groups offered a
comprehensive array of integrated recommen-
dations to expedite the disposal and conversion
process. These included strengthening and
mmdmaunz, the 1cdc al role through a single
DoD “reuse czar” to oversee the property-
disposal implementation authority and respon-
sibility vested in the Military Departments.
Additionally, these groups recommended DoD
foster a truly community-oriented disposal
attitude with “community-friendly” policies
relative 1o creative real estaie marketing techniques,
credit sales, interim civilian use through leascs,
and parcelization of uncomtaminated lands. These
proposals can ensure an carly transfer 1o and
usc by affected communities. The Commission
endorses such recommendations and, in
particular, believes an accountable Assistant
Secretary of Defense-level “reuse czar” with control
of departmental reuse funds would cntice
communities to initiate yeuse planning and
implementation.

Another related issuc involves thie Air Force Base
Disposal Agency and the coordination between
the Agencey, the OEA, and the local communi-
tics. The Air Force Base Disposal Agency was
established in 1991 1o serve as the Air Force's
federal real-property-disposal agent. They pro-
vide integrated management for Air Force bases
scheduled for closure and serve as a liaison
between reuse planners and local communitics
prior to a closure. After the base-closure pro-
cess, the Agency works with state and local
reuse cotissions to develop viable 1cuse plans
that minimize the cconomic impact of base
closures. However, the Agency’s work is inde-
pendent of the OEA. In fact, the former Director
of the Agency, Colonel David M. Cannan, in
testimony before the Commission, urged that a
“formal liaison’ between the Agency, the OEA,
and the local community planners begin immnie-
diately upon approval of a base closure.”

The Commission encourages DoD and Congres-
sional oversight committees to solicit comments
from impacted communities on reguiatory
changes to facilitate base disposal. Congressional
comumittees with statutory jurisdiction should
hold hearings and streamline the disposal
process, through legislation if necessary.
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The Commission also believes Colonel Cannan's
reconnendations should be implemented to help
reduce costs and improve service o affected
communitics. The Army and Navy should also
look to replicate the Air Foree system 1o facili-
tate and expedite base disposal 1o fully assist
community recovery efforts. The work of the
service's disposal agencies should be function-
ally supervised by the DoD “reuse czar” so as to
assure process coordination.

Leases

The Commission’s review of Department of
Defense leases shows a significant amount of
operation and maintenance funds spent annu-
ally for leased office space. With the downsizing
of the Military Scrvices, cxcess capacity in
administrative space is being created on mili-
tary bases, often in close proxinuty to the leased
space. For example, the Army currently leases
office space in San Antonio, TN, while excess
capacity exists in government-owned adminis-
trative space at San Antonio’s Fort Sam Hous-
ton. The Commission suggests DoD direar the
Services to include a separate category for leased
facilitics during the 1995 process 1o cnsure a
bottom-up review of all leased space.

The Commission belicves Dold should review
its current leases te determine whether or not
exeess government-owned administrative space
could be used instead of leased office space. A
review of leased facilitics must cress service
boundaries 10 ensure leases are minimized and
use of space on military mstallations is maxi-
mized. The Commission efforts like
the Army’s public-private development plans for
the Fort Belvoir Engineer Proving Ground (EPG).
This initiative, authorized by Congress in 1989,
permits the Army to trade development rights
on the EPG in return for sufficient adwminis-
trative space also on the EPG at no capital
construction cost o the government.

The Commission further recommends the
Department of Defense, in its bottom-up review
of this arca, examine all options surrounding
the ownership-versus-lease issuce as it relates 10
DoD facilities. Conventional wisdom appears to
suggest ownership of facilities by the Depart-
ment of Defense is more cconomical and ben-
cficial to military readiness than leasing due 1o
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potentially signiticant savings in operations and
maintenance funds, However, ownership docs
not come without attendant costs, and there
may be instances where leased space is a better
option, especially for short-term requivements.
Modern business practice recognizes there should
be a capital usage charge for facilities that are
“owned™ o avoid a bias against leasing, which
often provides greater future flexibility,

Finally, during its review and analysis the Com-
mission discovered what appeared to be DoD's
leasing of space from GSA at premium raies
above the going commercial rates for like areas.
The Conmmuission thinks there may be fertile
ground to pursue potential anomalies in lease
rates as indicated in the foregoing. along with
anomalics in the overall accounting systems of
lease-versus-own space comparisons thai could
help avoid wsing flawed data.

Defense Finance and Accounting
Service (DFAS)

The 1991 Defense Base Closure and Realien-
ment Commission recommended DoD subunut a
consolidation plan of the Defense Finance and
Accounting Scervice (DFAS) to the 1993 Com-
mission. DFAS developed a plan {or locating a
consolidated work force based on a site sclec-
tion process known as the “Opportunity for
Economic Growih™ (OEG). The OEG solicited
proposals from communities which addressed
specific mandatory and preferred requirements
in the following major categories: cost 10 the
Departinent of Defense, site and oftice charac-
teristics, and community characteristics. In
December, 1992, DoD announced that it had
chosen the top 20 contenders in the competi-
tion to sclect new locations for further consoli-
dated finance-and-accounting centers, The
sclected communities were among 112 sites from
33 states which submutted 216 proposals. The
final winners of the competition were 10 be
announced in the Seeretary of Delense’s base
closure and realignment recommendations
submitted 10 the Commission on or before
March 15, 1993,

The DFAS consolidation was not forwarded o
the Commission as part of the Sceretary’s 1993
recommendations because the Scerctary of
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Defense did not believe the OEG was sound
public policy. On March 30, 1993, the Com-
nussion formally requested Dol provide the
OLG study, the process used 1o determine the
winners, and the results of the competition by
April 9, 1993, The seeretny responded o the
Conmmission’s request i a June 7, 1993, Tener,
but by that time, the Commission was statworily
precluded from considering the DEAS consoli-
dation plan. (The Commission is required 10
publish in the Federal Register propesed addi-
tions 1o the Sceretary’s list 30 days before it
submits its Report to the President.) In his June
7. 1993, letier, the Secretary of Defense stated
his reasons for rejecting the original DFAS site-
selection process, The Secretary further stated
hie had directed a new site-selection process and
il this new proacess reguired vecommending
installation  closures or realignments, the
Department would submit them to the Delense
Base Closure and Realigmment Commission
during the 1995 10und of base closures. While
the 1993 Commission accepts the Secretary’s new
direction, we recommend he take into consid-
craiion the sigiificant fnvestincnt of tiine and
resourecs the top 20 contenders have already
made to this DEFAS proposal.

Medical Treatment Facilities

The 1991 Commuission recommended Dol conler
with Congress regarding health-care policies and
report i time for the 1993 Base Closure and
Realignment Commission to consider the issue
ol Lospital closures. Section 722 of the Dob
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1993 requires Dol (o report on alterna-
tive means ol continuing to provide accessible
health care with respect 1o cach closure and
realignment. Tt was not readily apparent Do
met this requirciment i its recommeidations o
the 1993 Defense Base Closuwre and Readignent
Comumission,

During an Apnl 3, 1993, Comnussion hearing,
the Deputy Assistint Secretary of Delense for
Health Alfairs stated miluary hospitals were
operating at only one-half of normal in-patient
foads, and there was safficient capacity 1o meel
any readiness requirement as defined in the
Delense Planning Guidance. 1 this excess
capacity of in-patient loads truly exists, Dol

has the opportunity and the responsibility to
improve health care operations and cost cliee-
tiveness by aggressively taking necessary actions
to restructure them into atraly joint-service medi-
cal team and system. The Assistant Seeretary of
Defense for Health Affairs should continue o
increase emphasis and focus efforts o improve
health care operations and cost effectivencess by:

(1} Examining the consolidation ol
resources, specified geographic arcas
and regions across militavy departinents.

{2) Closing medical treatment facilities
operating at less than cost-cffective
levels, given the patient load and
the cost of medical care in the
catchment area.

{3) Moving asscts across Military
Departments aad into other Service
facilities as necessary to increase the
capability and usage of existing
facilities and operating beds.

() Creating health care programs that
operate on a competitive cost basis
te support all beneliciaries.

(3) Upgrading substandard facilities
that are still required.

The Commission again urges DoD to review its
policy of closing military hospitals when bases
with active-duty populations served by those
hospitals are closed. Dol has the obligation to
ensure medical benelits are provided to all
cligible beneficiaries, and it should do so at the
lowest cost to taxpayers.

During the 1993 base closure and realighment
process, it was discovered that constderable fund-
ing had been identified for extensive renova-
ton and improvement of an existing medical
center. This may be inappropriae at a time
when excess operating beds are available in the
military health-care system. The Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense for Health Affairs needs 1o
take a strong, active role in identifying possible
military medical factlity consolidations and/or
closures prior o any capital expenditures.

lnnovative concepis should also be considered
in other weas, such as lormalized agreements
with Veterans Administration hospitals (which
will be inereasingly under-utilized) or private-
scetor hospitals. An example of this coneept is
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a “hospital without walls,” where military doc-
tors practice at Veterans Administration and/or
private sector hospitals, and do not require a
military medical facility.

In meeting its obligation 1o provide health
care serviees to both active duty and retirce popu-
fations, Dol should pursue the lowest-cost
option to the taxpayer (e, not necessarily the
least-cost-option to DoDj. This may include the
closure and consolidation of facilitics on active
Service installations. The Commission under-
stands DoD policy is to maintain hospitals and
clinics to support active-duty populations. The
Commission feels it is incumbent upon the
Department of Defense to plan in concert with
the appropriate government agencics, including
the Veterans Administration, as well as private-
scctor health-care providers, to ensure availability
of necessary health care for veterans and their
dependents, keeping in mind the Administranon’s
expected new medical program.

Cumulative Economic Impact

The Department of Defense measured commu-
nity cconomic impact by reviewing the direct
and indirect effect on employment at closing,
realigning, and receiving locations. 1n addition,
DobD also calculated the cumulative economic
impact if more than one base was affected with-
in a given arca. Additionally, effects of commis-
sion decisions from 1988 and 1991 basc closures
were factored into this cumulative cconomiic
analysis. The economic arca was defined by
Dol as the arca where most installation
('1‘1‘113110)"('(-5 Hived and where most of the ceo-
nomic (or employment) impacts would oceur.
The cconomic arca was cither the county where
the installation was located, a Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA).

The cumulative cconomic impact estimaics
led 1o the establishment by Do of threshold
criteria to justify removing a base from the pro-
posed closure list. For example, the Scceretary
of Defense reversed an Air Foree recommenda-
tion to clese MceClellan Air Force Base, CA
because the cconomic impact, for this and
other actions, was five percent or greater, and
the employment population of the impacted
community was 200,000 or more.

Although oDy provided reasons for ereating this
standard, the Commisston believed, and the
General Accounting Office (GAQ) concurred m
its April 15 report, thar tas standard was
arbitrary and discrimimatory. The Conmission
was wnable o validate why these exact hgures
of five pereent and 500,000 were chosen as
discrimmators. Addionally. economic impac
was juast one of the eight eriteria, The first four
military-value criteria were required o be given
priority consideration. To remove a base as a
closure or realignment candidate based solely
on cumulative cconomic impact in isolation ol
the military value eriteria could he meonsistent
with DobYs and the Comnussion’s mandate.

Therelore, in future base-closure recommenda-
tions, the Commission recommends the Seere-
tary of Defense make clear that cumulative
ceonomic impact alone is sufficient cause for
removing a base with inadequate milizary value
from consideration for closure or realignment.
Economic impact should be given weight only
when analyzing candidate bases with compa-
rable, sulficient military value. The Commis-
sion recommends, 1 assessing cumudative impact,
clarifying and standardizing geographic arcas of
measurement.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

In 1991, the Defense Base Closure and Realign-
ment Commission recommended the realignmen
of the ULs. Army Corps of Engineers, climinating,
a number of division and distriet management
headquarters. The Commission’s 1991 Report
reconmended the reahigiimeni io begin in july,
1992 and 1o conforim to the 1991 Corps of Ingi-
neers Reorganization Study, unless Congress passed
an alternative plan before thae date.

However, Congress behieved the Commission had
not given appropriate consideration o the Corps’
realignment proposal. Therctore, m the fall of
1921 Congress retroactively removed the Corps
from the Commussion’s jurisdiction. Although the
Corps of Engincers announced i November,
1992, the approval of the Secretary of the Army's
reorganization plan for us headquarters and lield
structures, the Secretary of Defense placed the
reorganization on hold.
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The Commission is concerned sufficient emphasis
is not being placed on the Corps of Engincers
reorganization as a result of Congressional
pressure and resistance. Both the 1991 and
1992 reorganization proposals were estimated
o resull in significant savings to the Depart-
ment of Defense; however, these reorganizations
and savings have not been realized.

The Commissicn encourages the Secretary of

Defense 1o act promiptly to approve a reorgani-
zation plan so significant savings can be realized
and unnecessary facilities can be closed.

Classified Programs

Several bases recommended for closure or
vealignment by the Secretary of Defense in both
1991 and 1993 conducted classificd missions
or activitics, While the merits of such programs
were not issues for the Commission's consider-
ation, the Commission had to be made aware of
the existence of such activities in order to fully
assess closure and realignment implications.

Thereloce, the Commission believes the Depart-
ment of Defense should maintain an audit trail
of the discussions conducted during its recom-
mendation process regarding classificd missions.
While it may not be necessary Lo provide to the
Commission the minutes of these discussions,
the Commission must be assined appropriate
agencies participated in the decision-making
process, ©.g.. service intelligence agencies and
the Office of the Assistant Secretary oi Defense
for Command, Control, Commurncaiions, and
intelhgence. Turthermore, i a DoD agencey
provides classificd support to a non-DoD
organization, it is imperative DoD coordinate
with that agency prior to making its {inal ree-
ommendation. The responsible Service and the
Office of the Secvetary of Defense should
cnhance oversight in this arca.

Measures of Merit

During its review and analysis of devot issucs,
the Comruission discovered the measures of merit
tended toward facility results which perbaps
were not always the best measures for such ac-
tivities. Results can be a snapshot measwrenment
of a constantly moving target altecied by any
number of fictors. The Commission suggests the

measure of facility capacity would be a betier
representation of overail excess capacity within
the DoD) depot system.

Additionally, the Commission noted during its
analysis the Department measured productiv-
iy, generally speaking, in man-day rates, which
some argue is an improper measure due 1o
regional variations in man-day costs. The Com-
mission suggests perhaps the cost of periormance,
and reliable measurements thereos, is a leveling,
more reflective measure of merit for productiv-
ity. Therelore, the Commiss.on suggests Dol
pursuc this or a like approach for reason-
ableness and appropriatencss during juture
base-closure exercises.

The Commission noted scveral instances
during the Services’ aata-call process where
information that was passed {rom installation-
level 1o Service and Secrctariat-level scemed
to become less reliable. 1t is casy te see how
unwitling human errors of omission. commis-
sion, and display differences can occur as infor-
mation is passed through channels. To avoid
this during future rounds, the Comimission sug-
gests hase commanders and field respondents
providing raw data and information to higher
headquarters be allowed to review the cverall
input in its final formau before it is sent by the

respective Service to the Commission.

Community Preference
Consideration

In the base closure and reahgnment process, it
is & rare occasion when a local community
actively petitions the Departnient of Delense to
consider a nulitary installation for closure or

realignment. TFor this reason, Scction 2924 ol
T'ublic Law 101-510 dircets the Secretary of

Detense 1o “...lake such steps as are necessary
1o assure that special consideration and empha-
1515 given 1o any official statement from a unit
of general local government adjacent to or within
a mulitary installation requesting the closure or
realignment of such installation.”

The clear intent of Congres: is for the Secretary
of Delense 1o provide added emphasis to any
request by a local government for the closure
or realignment of a Department of Defense
installation. tlowever, the decision to close or
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realign a military installation musi be based
on the loree-structure plan and the final criteria
cstablished by the Department of Defense. Due
1o the nawiie of the military and its national
mission. the force-structure plan and military
operational rissions may not allow the Depart-
ment of Defense to accommodate a local
governmends request for closure or realignment.

The Borough of Marcus Hook, PA, petitioned
both the 1991 and 1993 Defense Base Closure
aud Realignment Commissions to close the
Marcus Hook U.S. Army Reserve Center because
the Army and local community have becn
unable to reach any agreement, and the com-
munity wovld like to obtain the property for
development.

Because of this example, the Commission is
concerned the Secrewary of Defense may not be
placing sufficient emphasis on a local
covernment's request for closure or realignment
of an installation. Therefore, the Commission
recommends the Secretary of Defense place
special emphasis on all local gevernment
requests for closure or realignment of installations.

With regard to he Borough of Marcus Hook
reqguest, the Commission urges the Department
of *-=v 1o negotiate in good faith with the
r nt of Navy and the Borough the possible
L. of the Marcus Hook activitics to the
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard to accommodate
this below-threshold request.

Environmental Cleanup Cost

DoD’s guidance to the Services provides direc-
tion on the use ef environmental costs in the
BRAC process. This guidance states that the
Services are not to consider environmental
restoration (cleanup) costs in the cost of closure,
since DoD is obligated 1o clean up bases
regardless of whether they close or remain open.
Whilc it is true that all pases will be cleaned
up, 1t doesn’t follow that the restoretion costs
at a given pase will remain the same if that base
cluses. Subscquent to the 1991 Commission,
there nave been new laws passed, intended to
facilitaie reuse of closing bases that impose unique
cnvironmental requiremients on closing bases.
These laws require the aceeleration of investi-
gatory work, and documentation on the
presence of uncontaminated land at closing

bases. As a result of these requirements, resto-
ration costs can be incurred at closing bases
that are not incurred at active bases. Addition-
ally, it is possible that a given base’s cleanup
may need to be more extensive if that base closes,
given possible changes in land uses. This can
result in significant increased cleanup costs at
closing bascs. Because of the potential for
increased environmental restoration costs at
closing bases, it is requested the Secretary of
Defense consider incremental environmental
restoration costs at closing bases in his recom-
mendations to the 1995 Commission.

Unexploded Ordnance at Fort
Monroe, Virginia

The Conumission has concerns with the Army's
approach in considering unexploded ordnance
at Fort Monroe, Virginia, and by imp]iuuion at
all Army ftacilities. Unexploded ordnance at Fort
Monroe was raised as an impediment 1o closure
of this facility due to potenually high cleanup
costs when the base is turned over to the Staie
of Virginia. An implication was madc that the
base is safe for military personnel and their fami-
lies but would not be safe if civilians took over
ownetship of the base. In the Commission’s opin-
ion, there is an uncertainty over 'ort Monroc
duc io an inadequate asscssment of the extent
and threat of unexploded ordnance. The Com-
mission recommends the Arimy comprehensively
investigate the extent of unexploded ordnance
and ensure public health and the environment
are protected from current and porential furire
exposure to unexploded ordnance at Fort
Monroe and other Army facilitics containing
unexploded ordnance. The Connmission requests
the Sccretary of Delense provide information
on the status of this request to the 1995
Commission.

Rightsizing DoD - Service
Initiatives

Although the legislative history of base closure
scems replete with statutes limiting just what
the Department of Defense can do without
Congressional approval, the Scrvices do bave
some latitude o imdependently downsize by
closing down relatively small installations. Since
the fivst base-closure process of 1988, the
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Services have, upon their own initiatives, taken
a number of these smaller actions that do not
break the threshold of the Defense Base i
Closure and Realignment Act. B

At present the Army has underway 22 separate Pt
initiatives to close, realign, or transfer facilities '
which when implemented will result in per-
annum savings of approximately $67 million.
Since 1988 the Navy has disposed of 14
domestic and 29 overseas activities and instal-
lations with a very conservative estimate of
over $70 million. Just since the 1991 hbase- :
closure round, the Air Force has begun, and o
in some cases completed, the inactivation and '
consolidation of 12 major commands into 8.
Additionally, 12 air divisions and 5 communi-
cations divisions were inactivated, and 25 wings
were eliminated.

The Commission applauds these independent
efforts and charges the Secretary of Defense to
continue to encourage the Services in their
ongoing efforts in this area. i
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HISTORY OF BASE CLOSURE

Many military installations were closed to
reduce military overhead in the early 1960,
and hundreds were closed in the early 1970's
after the end of the Vietham War. Members of
Congress, eager to protect the interests of their
constituents, enacted Section 2687 of Title 19,
United Siates Code. This statute required the
Department of Defense to notify Congress
il an installation became a closure or realign-
ment candidate. This law also subjected
proposed closure actions to time-consuming
environmental evaluations which effectively
halted base closures.

As a result, in the late 1980’s, as the force-
structure steadily declined, the base structure
beeatr~ bloated. Readiness was threatened as
the Services struggled to pay the operating costs
of unneeded bases. The Secretary of Defense, in
close cooperation with Congress, proposed a
base closure law 1o close obsolete military bases
and bring the base structure in line with the
declining force structure.

The 1988 Commission

Public Law 100-526, enacted in October 1988,
created the Secretary of Defense’s Commission
on Base Realignment and Ciosure. The law
charged the Commission with recommending
installations for closurc or realignment based
on an independent study of the domestic mili-
tary base structure. The 1988 Commission
recommended the closure of 86 military and
the realignment of 59 others with an estimated
savings of $693.6 million annually.

Despite the accomplishments of the 1988 DoD
Commission, additional base closures were
necessary with the declining force-structure
brought on by the end of the Cold War. Since
the 1988 Commission charter expired by this
time, the Executive Branch attempted to pro-
pose further reductions on its own. In 1990,
Sccretary of Defense  Cheney announced
additional base closures and realignments.

Congress protested the Secretary’s proposals
were politically influenced. To overcome the
potential stalemate and to ensure a fair process,
Congress created an independent five-year
Pefense Base Closure and Realignment
Comunission with the passage of Public Law
(PL) 101-510 under Title XXIX.

The Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission

Congress created the Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission “to provide a fair
process that will result in the timely closure and
realignment of military installations mnside the
United States”. Lawmakers intended this Com-
mission to be a model of open government. Unlike
the 1988 DoD Commission, PL 101-510 required
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission to conduct public hearings on the
Secretary of Defense’s list of closures and
realignments and on any proposed changes to
those recommendations. In addition, its records
were open to public scrutiny.

Procedurally, the 1988 DoD Commission and
the Defense Basc Closure and Realignment
Commission differ substantially. The 1988 Com-
mission, working for the Secretary of Defense,
generated its own list of recommended closures
and realignments. Under the new law, the
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Com-
mission independently reviews and analyzes the
Secretary of Defense’s recommendations and
submits its findings dircctly to the President.
To insure an independent process, the law
requires the General Accounting Office (GAO)
to provide a detailed analysis of the Secretary
of Defense’s recominendations and selection
process to the Commission. The GAO also
assists the Commission in its analysis of the
Secretary’s recommendations.

PL 101-510, as amended, provides for the
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Com-
mission to meet in 1991, 1993, and 1995, In
1991, the Commission recommended 34 base
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closures and 48 realignments, with estimated
FY 1992-97 net savings of $2.3 billion and
recwrring savings of $1.5 billion annually after
one-time costs of $4.1 billion.

Using lessons learned from the 1991 round
of base closures, Congress amended the
Commission’s statute in 1992 to provide a more
deliberate, auditable, and accountatle process
for future base-closure rounds. The legislative
changes arc annotated in italics in Public Law
101-510, as amended, contained in Appendix A.

Composition of the 1993 Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Commission

The Commissioners chosen to serve in the 1993
round of the Defense Base Closure and Realign-
ment Commission have diverse backgrounds
in public service, business, and the military.
In accordance with the enacting statute, four
commissioners were nominated in consulation
with the U.S. House of Representatives and the
U.S. Senate Majority Leader, and two with the
advice of the House and Senate Minoruy Lead-
ers. The two remaining nominations were made
independently by the President.

The Commission staff was drawn from diver-
gent backgrounds encompassing government, law,
academia, and the military. In addition to those
hired directly by the Commission, other staff
were detailed fiom the Department of Defense,
the General Accounting Office, the Departiient
of Commerce, the Environmental Protection
Agency, the Federal Aviation Administration,
and the General Services Administration. The
expertise provided by the detailees from these
diverse government agencies contributed signifi-
cantly to the Commission’s independent review
and analysis ctfort.

The Commission’s review and analysis staft was
divided into four teams — Army, Navy, Air Force,
and Intcragency lIssues. A direct-hire civilian
managed each of the teams in accordance with
the amended law which also limits the nuraber
of Department of Deiense detailces on each
Leant to two.

THE 1993 BASE CLOSURE
PROCESS

Key Provisions of the Law

Public Law 101-510 requires the Secretary of
Defense to submit a list of proposed military
base closures and realignwents to the Com-
mission by March 15, 1992, (see Appendix A)
In accordance with the starute, these recom-
mendations must be based upon a force-
structure plan submitted to Congress with the
Department of Defcnse budget request for
Fiscal Year 1994, and upon f{inal criteria
developed by the Secretary of Deferse and
approved by Congress. For the 1993 Commis-
sion process, the Secretary of Defense announced
in December, 1992, that the final criteria would
be identical to those used during the 1991 hase
closure round.

The Secretary of Defense based the force-
structure plan on an assessment of the probable
threats ro national security during rthe six-year
period beginning, in this case, 1994, as well as
the anticipated levels of funding that would be
available for rational defense (see Appendix B).

The final criteria cover a broad range of
military, fiscal, and environmental considerations.
The fitst four criteria, which relate to military
value, were given priority consideration. The
remaining four criteria which address infrasiruc-
ture, environmental, and economic impacts, are
important factors that may mitigate against the

vw\i]itn'-n \_n\‘\ 2 criteria (see AV‘\V'\Ov}AI\' )
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The law requires the Commission to hold
public hearings on the Sceretary of Defense’s
base ciosure and realignment rccommenda-
tions and on any changes proposed by the
Commission to those recommendations. The
Commission must report its {indings to the
President by July 1, 1993, based on its review
and analysis of the Secretary of Defense’s
recommendations. To change any of the
Secretary’s recommendations, the Commission
must find that the Secratary deviated substan-
tally from the force-structure plan and final
selection criteria.
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Once the President receives the Commission’s
final report, he has until July 15 to approve or
disapprove the recommendations. If approved,
the report is sent to the Congress which then
has 45 legislative days to reject the report by a
joint resolution of disapproval or the report be-
comes law. 1 the President disapproves the
Commission’s recommendations in whole or in
part, he must transmit to the Commission and
the Congress his reasons for disapproval. The
Commission then has until August 15 to sub-
mit a revised list of recommendations to the
President. At that point, the President either
{forwards the revised list to Congress by Sep-
tember 1, or the 1993 base closure process is
terminated with no action taken to close or
realign bases. The law prohibits Congress from
making any amendments to the recommenda-
tions, thereby requiring an “all-or-nothing”
acceptance of the recommendations.

The Office of the Secretary of Defense
(0SD) Guidance to the Military
Departments and Defense Agencies

The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD)
provided policy guidance to the Services and
Defense Agencies specifying procedures to en-
sure compliance with the base-closure law. The
OSD issued several memoranda establishing
policy, procedures, authorities, and responsi-
bilities for the Military Departments and
Defense Agencies in the selection of bases
for realignment and closure, including the
1(01.].«)\\’1113 Tf‘ql]il'{‘nW(‘ﬂl‘ﬁ S“_'ldif’S NSt b(’ }WB_SEd
on the January, 1994, force-structure plan and
the same eight final criteria used in 1991; all
installations must be considered equally; com-
pre-hevsive record-keeping, internal-control, and
certiceanon policies and systems for data
roqwrernents and sources definition, justifica-

ton of data changes, and verification of

accuracy must be implemented; installations
nust be grouped into appropriate categories
and subcategories based on missions, capabili-
tics, or alfiliates; excess capacity must be deter-
runad: aid, the “Cest of Base Realignment
Actions” (COBRA) model must be used to cal-
cul te cuts, saviags, and return on investiment
of nropesed closures and realignments.

Criteria 1 - 4: Military Department
and Defense Agency Assessments

THE ARMY PROCESS

The Army established the Total Army Basing
Study (TABS) Group of 10 full-time Army Staff
members to make recommendations for poten-
tial base closures and realignments to the Army
Chicef of Staffl and the Secretary of the Army.

TABS employed a two-phased process to make
recommendations on base closures and realign-
ments. First, the TABS Group arranged installa-
rions into 11 categories based on the primary
mission, and then analyzed the military
value of each installation within its category.
Military value was based on five measures
of merit —— mission essentiality, mission suit-
ability, operational efficiency, quality of life,
and expandability.

From this analysis, the TABS Group identified
its candidates for further study. Next, the TABS
Group developed ciosuie and ealigniueni
alterratives which they subjected 1o a cycle of
analysis based on feasibility, affordability,
SOCINeCONOMIC 1Mpacts, environmental tnpacts,
and the subjective pros and cons of each alter-
native. Finally, the TABS Group used these
assessments to determine its recommendations
which were ultimately delivered to the Acting
Secretary of the Army and the Army Chief
of Staff who forwarded the recommendations
to the Secretary of Defense.

THE NAVY FROCESS

The Navy established an eight-member Base
Structure Evaluation Committee (BSEC) to for-
mulate closure and realignment recommenda-
tions, with the Base Structure Analysis Team
(BSAT) providing support 1o the Committee.

The analysis process began by categorzing
instailations according to the support they
provided to Navy and Marine Corps opera-
tional forces: personnel, weapon systems and
material support, and shore support. These three
categories were further divided into subcate-
gories and subelements. The analysis began
with numerous data calls 1o installations to
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determine excess capacity and military value.
Miiitary value was based on the assessment
creria of readiness, facilities, mobilization
voability, and cost and manpower implications.

The BSEC then developed closure and realign-
ment scenarios using a computer model designed
1o achieve the maximum reduction of excess
capacity and, to the maximum extent practi-
cable, achicve an average military value equal
o or greater than all installations currently in
that subcategery. Finally, the BSEC applied mili-
tary judgment to the results achicved with the
computer model to develop a final scenario.

Once the BSEC developed candidate bases {or
closure or realignment, they evaluated them
against final criteria five through eight. The
final Navy recommendations were subraitted
to the Chief of Naval Operations, who, in his
capacity as Acting Secretary of the Navy and
with the advice of the Commandant of the
Marine Corps, nominated bases to the Secretary
of Defense for closure or realignment.

THE AIR FORCE PROCESS

The Air Force appointed a Base Closure Execu-
iive Group (BCEG) comprised of seven general
officers and six Senior Executive Service-level
civivan personnel to implement the base-
closure law and the OSD guidance regarding
base closures and realignments.

Based on data received from questionnaires, the
Air Force performed capacity analyses on 99
hases and on-site surveys at 48 installations to
evaluaic the ability of each base to accommo-
date increased force-structure.

Next, the Air Force categorized bases according
to taeir mission tollowed with an excess-
capacity analysis to identify beddown opportu-
nitics for activities and aircraft that would
relocate. Next, the BCEG developed a color-
coded rating scale for approximately 160
subelements in order to examine specific daia
points related to the cight final selection crite-
ria; “green” indicated a base was more desirable
{or retention, “ved” was least desirable, and
“yellow™ was between the two.

For each category under consideration, the BCEG
discussed the options and voted by sceret

3.4

ballot on closure and realighment recommen-
dations. The BCEG then briefed the Acting
Secretary of the Air Force who nominated the
sclected bases to the Secretary of Defense.

THE DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (DLA)
PROCESS

The Director of the Defense Logistics Agency
(DLA) established a Basc Realignment and
Closure (BRAC) Exccutive Group comprised ol
boith executive-level civilian and military
personnel and a BRAC Working Group of full-
timc members and support staff from specific
DLA technical arcas. The BRAC Working Group
collected data that had been analyzed and certi-
fied, developed and evaluated recommendations
for Exccutive Group consideration, conducted
sensitivity analyses, and compiled documenta-
tion to support the final DLA recommendations.
The Working Group categorized activities based
on general DLA missions and functions, in four
categories: regional headquarters, distribution
depots, inventory contral points, and service/
support activities, Excess capacity was evalu-
ated through a series of questions to determine
the physical space and throughput capacity
available and used at ecach location. Their
evaluation also considered projections for
drawdowns in the force-structure plan, changes
in basing and cffectiveness, and initiatives
expected to improve DLA operational efficicncey
and etlectiveness.

The Executive Group next analyzed military value
10 determine the reiative ranking of an activity
comparcd to other installations in the same
category, and then developed weighted measures
of merit — mission essentiality, mission suit-
ability, operational efficiencies, and expandability
— to complete their analysis of military value.

Using the excess capacity and military value evalu-
ations, the Exccutive Group identified poteniial
candidates for closure or realignment. From these
candidates, scenarios and alternative options were
evaluated against the force-structure plan, as well
as the COBRA model, to assess costs, savings,
and return on investment. After the Executive
Group cousidered the impacts of the scenarios,
rccommendations were made to the Director of
the DLA for realignment or closure.
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THE DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS
AGENCY (DISA) PROCESS

The Director of the Defense Information Tech-
nolozy Services Otfice (DITSO) established the
Defense Data Center Consolidation (DDCC) team
to begin the consolidation of data processing
centers under the basc closure and realignment
process. The DDCC team used the significant
amount of work zalready performed by the
Services to consolidate Service/Agency data
processing centers inte larger, more efficient
“megacenters.” The DDCC team developed a site
sclection process to identily existing sites with
the greatest potential 1o serve as megacenters.

The DDCC team, with the assistance of experts
{from various Defense Agencies and the Scrvices,
judged the relative merits of megacenter candi-
dates using the criteria categories of facilities,
security, and operations, and through data
obtained from questionnatires and sile visits to
megacenter candidates. Of the 36 megacenter
candidates scored, 15 were recommended in rank
order as megacenter sites. The number of sites
required was determined by first calculating the
total processing workload requirements of those
sites being consolidated, and then distributing
the requircments beginning with the top-ranked
site, until all the requirements were satisfied.
An analysis was performed to determine how
much the site ranking order depended on the
weights assigned to each criterion and the
inclusion or exclusion of a specific criterion.

Criteria 1 - 4: Commission Review

The Commission set up four teams within its
Department of Review and Analysis — one team
10 review each respective Service apphumon of
the military value criteria to the base closure
process, and an Interagency team which reviewed
the Defense Agencies’ application of the mili-
tary value criteria to the base closure process.
The Interagency teant also reviewed criteria five
through cight for all of the Services and
Defense Agencies. Each tecam analyzed its Service's
methodology to ensure general compliance with
the Taw, to confirm accuracy of data, and to
determine if base-specific recommendations were
properly offered by the Sccerctary of Defense.

In accordance with PL 101-510. all of the
information uscd by the Secretary of Defense
to prepare recommendations must be sent to
Congress, the Commission, and the Compurol-
lIcr General. Within the Commis<ion, cach tcam
began its review and analysis with an examina-
tion of the documents provided by the Services.
First they determined whether the recommen-
dations were based on the force-structure plan
and cight criteria, and whether all bases were
considered cqually. Next, the teams considered
il categories, subcategories and base exclusions
were reasonable.

Each of the teams reviewed the process the
Service used to assess military value, as well as
the reasonableness of the data they used. Each
team examined the capacity analyses performed
by the Service and highlighted installation
categories that required additional scrutiny.
Specific data analyses included a review of the
COBRA input data and military construction cost
estimates, as well as the capacity of receiver
installations to accept missions.

Throughout the review and analysis process, the
Commission staff maintained an active and
ongoing dialogue with the communities who
made significant contributions to the cntire
process. Staff members also accompanied Com-
missioners on basc visits, attended regional
hearings, and visited closure and realignment
candidates and receiving installations.

UNIQUE CHALLENGES CONSIDERED BY
THE COMMISSION

The Commission addressed several unique
challenges presented by cach of the Services’
implementation of the base closure and realign-
ment process.

ARMY

Based mainly on a comparative review of
facility requirements and available assets, the
Commission belicved the Army may not
have taken a sufficiently close look at excess
canacity within its infrastructure. Therefore.
the Commissioners voted to study additional
bases for further consideration as closure or
realignment candidates,
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NAVY

The Cemmission shared the concerns of the
General Accounting Office that the Navy’s
process cowle result in the closure of bases
with higher military value scores than those
recommended to remain open. Therefore, the
Commissioners voled 1o study additional bases
for further consideration as closure or realign-
ment candidates in part because the computer
model used to assess alternative scenarios was
designed to maximize the reduction of excess
capacity, and then to evaluate average military
value. The Commission performed a thorough
and exhaustive review to ensure the evaluation
process used to determine whether the bases
recommended for closure or realignment
conformed 1o the force-structure plan and
selection criteria.

AIR FORCE

Because a lack of documentation made it diffi-
cult to verify the Base Closure Executive Group’s
(BCEG) rauonale for closure and realignment
decisions, the Commission’s Air Force team
conducted an independent analysis of criteria
1, 2, and 3. The study was performed to
validate Air Force base operational groupings,
and to analyze a base’s ability to support other
missions that were not rated by the BCEG.

The Commission staff reviewed the Air Force
questionnaires to determine which questions were
relevant to operational military value within each
mission area. Questions chosen for inclusion in
the staff's independent analysis focused on
operational areas for generating training sorties
{e.g. fuel, ramp space, and weather) as well as
the training airspace and ranges to support train-
"ing once airborne. Next, the staft scored and
analyzed the bases in four mission arcas: airlift,
bomber, fighter, and tanker. The staff then
determined score values and a point score for
each question response. The scoring and analy-
sis of questionnaire data for operational aspects
provided relative values among bases across a
wide spectrum of mission aspects, rating more
question responses than the BCEG. The stalf
then performed a base-by-base comparative analy-
sis and scored all bases claiming a mission
capability for the mission areas in question.
This analysis provided Commissioners with
alternatives to the Air Force's more subjective
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and less quantifiable ranking methodology.
The analysis was provided to supplement, not
replace, the Air Force methodology. The analy-
sis was not a stand-alone or sole determinant
in the Commission's closure and realignment
decisions.

DEFENSE MAINTENANCE DEPOTS

In the past, the Military Departments developed
depot maintenance capabilitics to suit their own
mission neceds. Recently, a Joint Chiefs of Staff
(JCs) Dcepot Maintenance Consolidation Study
determined defense depots collectively have 25
to 50 percent more capacity than necessary. The
estimated depot excess capacity would be even
higher if certain private sector capabilitics were
included in the analysis.

The Departments’ attempts to eliminate dupli-
cative depot operations in Service-controlled
depots have been largely unsuccessful. The
Commission found that similar work was
conducted at mnliiple locations primarily as a
resuit of the Services' parochial interests. For
example, the Commission found: (1) tactical mis-
silc maintenance activities were performed at
nine locations; (2) wheeled vehicle maintenance
was performed at three locations; (3) rotary wing
maintenance activities at three locations; and
(4) ground communications maintenance at four
sites. These inefficiencies could be avoided
through interservicing of like commeodities.

The total cost of depot-level repair programs
exceeds $13 billion. but only two percent of
the total is expended through interservicing
arrangements. The JCS study estimated DoD could
save between $2 billion and $9 billion over the
next 10 years if unneeded depots were closed
and similar workloads were consolidated.

in December, 1992, the Deputy Secretary of
Defense directed the Services to develop inte-
grated base closure and realignment recommen-
dations, taking full advantage of all possible
interservicing options. According to OSD ofti-
cials, the Services decided there was insufficient
time to consider all possible interservicing
options and, instead, attempted to eliminate
excess depot capacity within Service boundaries.
Consequently, the Secretary of Defense suggested
the Commission e¢xamine the interservicing
possibilitics.




Chapter 3

The Commission analyzed and cvaluated the
potential for increased interservicing of 1otary-
wing aircraft, wheeled vehicles, tactical missiles,
and ground-communications and electronics
systems workloads. Private sector capability was
not assessed. The interservicing categorics were
sclected from a matrix of duplicate repair func-
tions included in the JCS study, from potential
savings estimated by the Defense Depot Main-
tenance Council, and from suggestions made 1o
the Commissioncers during initial site visits.

The Commission analyzed depot capacity within
the Navy and Air Force fixed-wing depot struc-
ture. However, no attempt was made by the
Commission to analyze fixed-wing interservicing
auce to a wide range of problems and a lack of
reliable comparative information.

Potential interservicing arrangements for the
rotary-wing aircraft, whecled vehicles, tactical
missiles, and ground communications and
clectronics-system commeoditics were analyzed
by analyzing comparative information and
visiting potenuaily-impacted depots. Addition-
ally, information was analyzed regarding: unique
depot maintenance functions, related military
value, investment in depot plant and equip-
ment, depot capacity, projected workload
and utilization rates, operating costs per hour,
and cost per unit.

AIRSPACE

In evaluating airspace, the Commission received
expert analysis support from a full-time Federal
Aviation Administration deailee who reviewed
criterion 2 which specifically addressed the
availability and condition of associated airspace
at both the existing and potential receiving
locations.

The detailee served as the liaison for the
Commission with the FAA Washington head-
quarters, regional offices, and ficld facilities.
Specific matters addressed included air traffic
control operational, procedural, and equipment
issues; military and civil airspace; and, airport
and air and ground encroachment.

The FAA detailee provided valuable assistance
by obtaining and reviewing data and informa-
ton including current air traffic control services,
acronautical charts and publications, growth tiend
statistics, information on civil airpoits near mili-
tary airfields, information on civil and military
facilities and equipment, and planned or
proposed airspace expansions.

Additionally, airport and airspace data sub-
mitted by the Services relative to recommenda-
tions regarding a military airficld were reviewed,
verified, and validated. Data prepared by the
Commission such as acronautical charts depict-
ing military and civil airports, special military
use airspace, training areas/routes, and the
structure of the national airspace/route system
were discussed and reviewed for accuracy
and completencss.

The detailee and members of the Interagency
Issues, Air Force, and Navy tecams prepared
and reviewed detailed and consistent airspace
brieting maps for ¢ach base. These maps were
developed to clearly depict ground encroach-
ment, the airspace structure around military
and civil airports, and the availability and
accessibility of military special use airspace and
training arcas. Examples of the maps prepared
are on the following pages and show ground
encroachment at Plattsburgh AFB, the airspace
structure around military/civil airports in Southern
California, and the availability and accessibility
to military special usc airspace and training
arcas on the East Coast from Virginia to Florida.
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Criteria 5 - 8: Military Department,
Defcnsc Agency and Commission Review

While the first four sclection criteria assessed
military value and were given priority consider-
ation, the remaining criteria were also applied
in basc closure and realignment evaluations.
Because these criteria were not driven by
military considerations specific 1o a Service, the
Commission’s hiteragency Issues team evaluated
criteria application across all Services 1o ensuie
process uniformity and compliance with the
legal requirement to evaluate recommendations
based on the final selection criteria.

CRITERION 5: RETURN ON INVESTMENT

As prescribed by OSD policy guidance, the Cost
of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) model was
used by the Services and Defense Agencies to
calculate costs, savings, net present value, and
return on investment for base closure and
realighment actions. Retwrn on investment was
e expecied paybadk petiod w years for cach
proposed base closure or realignment, COBRA
mput data consisted of standard factors, which
generally remained constant, and base/scenario
factors which were unique. Standard factor
examples included civilian pay, national median
home price, discount rates, and costs per mile
of moving personnel and cquipment. Examples
of base/scenario factors included the number

of authorized personnel at a base, the size of

the base, the nuniber of personnel moving,
ana construction costs required by the move,
The ouwrpur data was used by cach of the
Services and Defense Agencies in thewr decision-
naking process.

All of the COBRA runs used by the Services
and Defense Agencies in formulating their
recommendations were provided to the Com-
mission  with the  Seeretary’s list. Other
COBRA runs were submitted by the Services
and Defense Agencies by request from the
Commission. Review of the data by the Com-
mission continued throughout the Commniiusion’s
cvaluation process.

CRITERION 6: ECONOMIC IMPACT

OsD poliey guidance instructed Services to mea-
swre community ccononic impact ncluding
the direct and indirect effect on employment
at closing, realigning, and receiving locations.

To estimate indirect job losses in the communi-
ties (the cconomic arca), indircct employment
maltipliers developed by the Dol Office of
Economic Adjustment (OLEA) were used in
conjunction with direct job loss. Based on the
size of the community affected and the type of
personnel located at the installation, the mulii-
plicrs were conservatively developed o reflect
the worst-case scenario, and were affirmed
by the Department of Commerce Burcau of
Economic  Analysis.  Indirect  employment
losses resulted from base coniracts to local busi-
nesses, as well as spending by DoD personnel
in the local community for housing, ulitics,
and services.

Each of the Services provided direct-employment
figures which included proposed personned
changes for military and civilians (including
contractor personnel employed on the base or
in the mimediaie vicinity) and military trainees
at cach base. Manpower changes directly asso-
ciated with changes iu the foree structure were
excluded from the cconomic analysis.

If more than one closing or realignin: base was
located in the same cconomic area, regardless
of Service, OSD caleulated the cumulative
impact of all the proposed actions on a com-
munity. kEmployment mmpacts tesulting from
the 1988 and 1991 base-closure process were
also included in the cumudative-impact caleula-
tions by including personnel losses scheduled
to occui in the future as a result of past
basc-closure actions. The July 1992 Burcau of
Labor Statistics employment data captured job
losses which had already occurred due 10
previous base closures.

The Commission’s  Review  and  Analysis
Interagency Issues team, with the assistance of
Department of Commercee cconomists, validated
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the methodology used by the Scrvices. The
Services gencerally complied with the OSD
guidance 10 estimate economic impact. Verifi-
cation of the data and mcthodelogy was
accomplished by confirming DOD personnel
impacts, documenting indirect employment
multipliers, reviewing the process used to
select impacted communities (economic area),
validating employment levels within the com-
munity, and documenting calculations used to
estimate installation and cumulative ¢conomic
impacts. The Commission also made indepen-
dent employment impact assessments, with the
assistance of the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency (FEMA), and collected additional
economic data for the 31 major bases included
in the Secrctary’s recommendations.

CRITERION 7: COMMUNITY
INFRASTRUCTURE

Absent specific pelicy guidance {from OSD
regarding criterion seven, “the ability of both
the existing and potential receiving communi-
tes’ infrastructure to supnort {orces, missions,
and personnel”, the Scrvices ook varied
approaches in their evaluations.

Common community infrastructure factors evalu-
ated included housing, health care, education,
transportation, and recreation. The Army and
Defense Logistics Agency compiled military vaiue
assessments, which included community infra-
structure components for each installation
cligible for closure and realignment. The Navy
and Air Force collected data pursuant to this
criterion in community infrastructure data calls
for cach installation eligible for closurce and
realignment. Neither the Air Force nor DLA
speciticaily addressed community infrastracture
in their analyses of impacts from specific
recommendations.

The Defense Information Systems Agencey (DISA)
activities are generally small tenants on Jarger
military installations. Therefore, DISA concluded
its consolidation would noc have significant
community infrastructure impact since an
entite base community would not be atfected

by a small tenant’s dislocation.

In conclusion, while lirtde direction was given
1o the Scrvices by OSD, the Services did evalu-
ate community infrastructure in their decision-
making process in compliance with this criterion.

CRITERION 8: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

OSD guidance required a summary statement
and status for cach of the services recom-
mendations which addressed: threatened or
endangered species, wetlands, historical and
archeological sites, polluiion <ontrol, hazard-
ous materials/wastes, land use and airspace
implications, and programmed cnvironmental
costsscost avoidances. Each Service had a
different perspective when they considered the
relationship between closure and realignment
actions and the scven environmental attributes.

Although each Service and the Defense Logistics
Agency, provided environmental summarics
for eligible installations, the Army and the Air
Force did not address programmed costs/cost
avoidances. The Army’s recommendation report
and installation summarics provided incon-
sistent information regarding this awribute.
In response to questions from the Commission,
the Army stated they did not use this auribute
in return on investment calculations. The Air
Force was unable to document that these costs
were considered.

0OSD’s guidance was sufficiently general to
ailow the Services to apply varied perspectives
to the environmental aurnbutes. The documen-
tation provided by the Navy and DLA addressed
all seven convironmenial aiinibuies found in ihe
O5D policy guidance. While the Army and
the Air Torce base closure decisions did not
consider programmed environmental costs/cost
avoidance, cach fully addressed the remaining
six attributes. It is reasonable to believe that
a more complete evaluation of this attribute
would  penerally not have altered  their
recommenaations.

The Commission did not agree with the Army’s
position that the high cost of envirenmential
cleanup precluded their recommending the
closure of Fort Monroe, Virginia. The Commis-
sion does not support the implicat’ n that For
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Monroc real estate is environmentally safe enough
for Army soldicrs but will not be safe enough
for the Commonwealth ol Virginia if the
installation was returned to the state.

ADDITIONS TO THE SECRETARY’S LIST
FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION

During the Comumission's review and analysis
process, several concurrent activities provided
mformation to the Commission. First, the
Commission thoroughly analyzed all of the
inlormation used by the Secretary ol Delense to
prepare the recommendations. The Commission
also held seven investigative hearings in
Washington, DC, where Military Department
representatives directly responsible for the
Secretary’s recommendaticns testitied to the
Comumission. Several defense and base closure
expeits within the federal government, private
sector, ana academia testified about the specif-
ics of the base-closure process and the poten-
tial impacts of the Sceretary of Delense’s
recommendzations. The Comnussioners and
stalt members also conducted over 125 lact-
finding visits Lo activities at each major installa-
tion rccommended by the Secratary of Defense
and considered by the Commission for closure
or realigmment, held 17 regional hearings 1o hear
directly from communities nationwide, heard
from hundreds of Members of Congress who
testified belore the Commission, and received
over a quarter of a million letters from con-
cerned citizens across the country. Addition-
ally, the Commission received input from the
General Accounting Office, as required by ine
basc-closure statute, which included a report
containing its evalvation of DoD’s selection
process.

Based on the information gathered and the
analyses perlormed, alternatives and further
additions to the Secretary's list were considered.
To perform a thorough analysis and consider
al! reasonable optiens, the Commissioners voted
on March 29 and on May 21 1o add a total of
73 installations for further consideration as
alternatives and additions to the 165 bascs
rccommended for closure or realignment by
the Secretary of Defense (see Appendix I).

As required by law, the Commission published
the required notice in the Tederal Register
to inform communities that their bases were
under consideration by the Commission for pos-
sible closure or realignment. Public hearings were
held for each of the installations the Commis-
sion added for consideration and each major
base was visited by at least one Commnussioner.

THE ROLE OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING
OFFICE (GAO)

Under Public Law 101-510, as amended, GAO
evaluated DoD’s selection process, provided the
Commission and Congress a report containing
their dertailed analysis of the process, and
assisted the Commission i its review and analysis
of the Secretary of Defense’s recommendations.

Nine professional staff members were detailed
by the GAO 1o serve full-time on ihe
Commussion’s Review and Analysis teams. The
GAO detailees participated fully in each phase
of the review and analysis effort. They verified
data, visited candidate bases, participated in
local heanngs, and testitied betore the Com-
mission al its public hearings. Addinonally, GAO
field personnel visited bases to gather infor-
mation first-hand and verily data solicited by
the Commission.

GAOQO reported to Congress and tie Commis-
sion that ke Scivices' sclection process was
rcasonable, and the Secretary of Defense’s rec-
ommendations appropriate, cven though some
were singled out for additional review. GAO
was concerned the Office of the Secictary of
Defense {O5D) did not exercise strong leader-
ship in providing oversight of the military
Scrvices and Defense Agencies during the pro-
cess, and had generally ignored government-
wide cost implications.

The GAQ reported that the Army's methodol-
ogy anl decision-making process used 10 evaluaie
and recommend installations for closure or
realignment complied with Jegislation, was
well documented, and generally supported by
accurate data and appeared reasonable.
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While the GAO report agreed with the Army’s
sclection methodology, the GAO ook excep-
tion with the Army’s decision to reiain Fort
Monroe, Virginia. The GAO report also noted
the Sccretary of Defense’s action to remove the
Army’s recommendation to close the Presidio
of Monterey, California, because intelligence
community concerns generated conflicting points
of view within DoD on this issue. The GAO
aiso questioned the cost and savings projections
raised questions of this recommendation.

The GAO concluded the Navy process was
well documented. However, GAO noted senior
military and civilian officials’ judgements
and assumptions were part of the decision-
making process, and several reasonable ques-
tions could be raised about some of the final
recommendations.

Although the Air Force process appeared rea-
sonable and the data used generally accurate,
the GAO found the process difficult 1o verify
and noted some judgements which were not
clearly documented. In some cases, Air Force
decisions could not be veritied using existing
documentation.

The GAO certified the accuracy and complete-
ness of data and found the Defense Logistics
Agency’s selection process complied with statu-
tory requirements, although some estimated cost
savings appeared questionable.

Finally, GAO reported the Defense Information
Systems Agency (DISA) process and implemen-
tation was gencerally sound. The GAO concluded
the approach DISA used to select megacenter
sites were reasonable.
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What foliows is a copy of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-
510). In italics are the subsequent changes made by Congress in the Fiscal Years 1992/1993 Depart-
ment of Defense Authorization Bill (P.L. 102-311) and the Fiscal Year 1993 Department of Defense
Authorization Biil (P.L. 102-484).

TITLE XXIX - DEFENSE BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS

Defense Base
Closure and
Realignment
Act of 1990.
10 USC 2687
now.

10 USC 2687
note.

President.

PART A—-Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
SEC. 2901. SHORT TITLE AND PURPOSE

(a) Short Title. - This part may be cited as the “Defense Base Closure

and Realignment Act of 1990".

(b) Purpose. - The purpose of this part is to provide a fair process that will result
in the timely closure and realignment of military installations inside the United States.

SEC. 2902. THE COMMISSION

(a) Establishment. - There is established an independent commission to be known
as the “Detense Base Closure and Realignment Commission”.

(b) Duties. - The Commission shall carry out the duties specified for it in this
part.

(c) Appointment. - (1)(A) The Commission shall be composed of eight members
appointed by the President, by and with the advise and consent of the Senate.

(B) The President shall transmit 1o the Senate the nominations for appointment to
the Commission —-

(i) by no later than January 3, 1991, in the case of members of the Commission
whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of the 102nd Congress;

(i1) by no later than January 25, 1993, in the case of members of the Commis-
sion whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of the 103rd Con-
gress; and

(iii) by ne later than January 3, 1995, in the casc of members of the Commis-
sion whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of the 104th Con-
gress.

“(©) If the President docs not transmit to Congress the nominations for appointment to the
Commission on or before the date specified for 1993 in clause (ii) of subparagraph (B) or for
1995 in clause (i) of such subparagraph, the process by which military installations may be
sclected for closure or realignment under this part with respect to that year shall be teymi-
nated”.

(2) In selecting individuals for nominations for appointments 1o the Commission,
the President should consult with —

(A) the Speaker of the House of Representatives concerning the appointiment of
two nmembers;

(B) the majority leader of the Senate concerning the appointiment of two member ;

(C) the minority leader of the House of Representatives concerning the appoint-
ment of one member; at. 1

(12) the minority leader of the Senate concerning the appointment of one member.
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(3) At the time the President nominates individuals for appointment to the Com-
mission for each session of Congress referred to in paragraph (1)(B), the President
shall designate one such individual who shall serve as Chairman of the Commission.

(d) Terms. - (1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), each member of the Comi-
mission shall serve until the adjournment of Congress sine die for the session during
which the member was appointed to the Commission,

(2) The Chairman of the Commission shall serve until the confirmation of a suc-
Cessor.

(e) Meetings. - (1) The Commission shall meet only during culendar years 1991,
1993, and 1995.

(2)(A) Each meeting of the Commission, other than meetings in which classified
information is to be discussed, shall be open to the public.

(B) Ali the proceedings, information, and deliberations of the Commission shall be
open, upon request, to the following:

(1) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of the Subcommit-
tee on Readiness, Sustainability, and Support of the Committee on Armed Ser-
vices of the Senate, or such other members of the Subcommittee designated by
such Chairman or ranking minority party member.

(i1) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of the Subcommit-
tee on Military Installations and Faciiities of the Committee on Armed Services of
the House of Representatives, or such other members of the Subcommittee desig-
nated by such Chairman or ranking minority party member.

(iii) The Chairmen and ranking minority party members of the Subcommit-
tees on Military Construction of the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate
and of the House of Representatives, or such other mnembers of the Subcommit-
tees designated by such Chairmen or ranking minority paity members.

(D) Vacancies. - A vacancy in the Commission shall be filled in the same manner
as the original appointment, but the individual appointed o fil} the vacancy shall
serve only for the unexpired portion of the term for which the individual's predeces-
sor was appointed.

(g) Pay and Travel Expenses. - (1)(A) Each member, other than the Chairman,
shall be paid at a rate equal to the daily equivalent of the minimum annual rate of
basic pay payable for Jevel IV of the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5,
United States Code, for each day (including travel :ime) dunng which the rember is
engaged in the actual performance of duties vested in the Commission.

(B) The Chairman shall be paid for cach day referred to in subparagraph (A) at a
rate equal to the daily equivalent of the minimum annual raie of basic pay payable for
level 11 of the Executive Schedule under section 53314 of tide 5. United States Code.

(2) Members shall receive travel cxpenses, including per diem in lieu of subsis-
tence, in accordance with sections 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United States Code.

(h) Director of Staff. - (1) The Con.mission shall, without regard to section
5311(b) of title 5, United States Code, appoint a Director who has not served on
active duty in the Armed Forces or as a civilian employee of the Department of
Defense during the one-year period preceding the date of such appointment.

(2) The Director shall be paid at the rate of basic pay payable for level IV of the
Execcutive Schedule under section 53175 of title 5, United States Code.

(1) Staff. - (1) Subject 1o paragraphs (27 and (3), the Dircctor, with the approval of
the Commission, may appeoint ana fix the pay of addinonal personnel.

(2) The Director may make such appointments without regard to the nrovisions of
title 5, United states Code, governing appointments in the competttive service, and
any personnel so appointed may be pmd without regard to the provisions of chapter
51 and subchapter 11t of chapter 53 of that title relating to classification and General
Schedule pay rates, except that an individual so appointed may not receive pay in
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excess of the annual rate of basic pay payable for GS-18 of the General Schedule.

(3)(A) Not more than one-third of the personnel employed by or detailed to the
Commission may be on detail from the Departraent of Defense.

“(B)(i) Not more than one-fifth of the professional a* lalys'ls of the Commission staff may
be persons detailed from the Department of Defense ta the Commission.

“(ii) No person detailed from the Department of Defense to the Commission may be
assigned as the lead professional analyst with respect to a military department or defense
agency.

“(C) A person may not be detailed from the Department of Defense to the Commission if,
within 12 months before the detail is to begin, that person participated personally and
substantially in any matter within the Department of Defense concerning the preparation of
recommendations for closures or realignments of military installations.

“(D) No member of the Armed Forces, and no officer or employee of the Department of
Defense, may —

“(i) prepare any report concerning the effectiveness, fitness, or cfficiency of the perfor-
mance on the staff of the Commission of any person detailed from the Department of Defense
to that staff;

“(ii) review the preparation of such a report; or

“(iii) approve or disapprove such a report.”; and

(4) Upon request of the Dircctor, the head of any Federal department or agency
may detail any of the personnel of that department or agency to the Commission to
assist the Commission in carrying out its duties under this part.

(5) The Comptroller General of the United States shall provide assistance, includ-
g the detailing of employees, to the Commission in accordance with an agicerent
entered into with the Commission.

“(06) The following resirictions relating to the personnel of the Commission shall apply
during 1992 and 1994

“(A) There may not be more than 15 persons on the staff at any one time,

“(B) The staff may perform only such functions as are necessary to prepare for the
transition to new membership on the Commission in the following year.

“(C) No member of the Armed Forces and no employee of the Department of Defense may
serve on the staff.”.

{j) Other Authority. - (1) The Commission may procure by contract, to the extent
funde ave available, the temporary or intermittent services of experts or consultants
pursuam to section 3109 of title 5, United States Code.

(2) The Commission may lease space and acquire personal property to the extent
funds are available.

(k) Fundiug. - (1) There are authorized to be appropriated to the Commission
such funds as are necessary to carry out its duties under this part. Such funds shall
remain avatlable until expended.

2) If no runds are appropriated to the Commission by the end of the second
session of the 1055t Congress, the Sccretary of Delense may transfer, for fiscal year
1991, to the Commission funds from the Departinent of Delense Base Closure Ac-
count c¢stablished by section 207 of Public Law 100-526. Such funds shall remain
available until expended.

(1) Termination. - The Cominission shall terminate on December 31, 1995,

“(m) Prohibition Against Restricting Communications. - Scction 1034 of title 10,
United States Code, shall apply with respect to communications with the Commission.”.

SEC. 2903, PROCUDURE FOR MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BASE
CLQOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS
(a) Yorce-Struciure Plan. - (1) As part of the budget justification documents
submitied o Congress in support of the budget for the Department of Defensc for
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cach of the fiscal years 1992, 1994, and 1996, the Secretary shall include a force-
structure plan for the Armed Forees based on an assessment by the Secretary of the
probable threats 1o the national sceurity during the six-year period beginning with
the fiscal year for which the budget request is made and of the anticipated levels of
funding that will be available for navonal defense purposes during such period.

(2) such plan shall include, without any reference (directly or indirectly) to mili-
tary installations inside the United States that may be closed or realigned under such
plan —

(A) a deseription of the assessment veferred to in paragraph (1);

(B) a description (i) of the anticipated force structure during and at the end of
such period for each military department (with specifications of the number and
type of units in the active and reserve forees of cach such department), and (ii)
of the units that will need 1o be forward based (with a justification thereof)
during and at the end of cach such period; and

(C) a description of the anticipated impiementation of such force-structure
plan.

(3) The Secrctary shall also transmit a copy of cach such force-structure plan to the
Commission.

(b) Selection Criteria. -(1) The Secretary shall, by no later than December 31, 1990,
publish in the Federal Register and transinit to the congressional defense committees
the criteria proposed to be used by the Department of Defense in making recommen-
dations for the closure or realignment of military installations inside the United States
vader this part. The Secretary shall provide an opportunity for public comment on
the propuscd eriteria for a period of at least 30 days and shall include notice of that
opportunity in the publication required under the preceding sentence.

(2)(A) The Sceretary shall, by no later than February 15, 1991, publish in the Federal
Register and transmit 1o the congressional defense committees the final criteria to bhe
used in making recommendations for the closure or realignment of military instalia-
tons inside the United States under this part. Except as provided in subparagraph
(B). such criteria shall be the final criteria 1o be used, making such recommendations
unless disapproved by a joint resolution of Congress enacted on or belore March 15,
1991.

(B) The Scerctary may amend such criteria, but such amendments may not become
cffective until they have been published in the Yederal Register, opened 1o public
comment for at least 30 days, and then transmitted to the congressional defense
committees in final form by no later than “January 15" of the year concerned. Such
amended criteria shall be the final criteria 1o be used, along with the force-structure
plan referred to in subscetion (1), in making such recommendations unless disap-
preved by a joint resolution of Congress enacted on or belore “February 157 of the
year concerned.

(¢) DoD Recommendations. - (1) The Sceretary may, by no later than April 15, 1991,
“March 15, 1993 and March 15, 1995,” publish in the Federal Register and transmit
to the congressional defense committees and to the Commission a list of the military
installations inside the United States that the Secretary recommends for closure or
realignment on the basis of the force-structure plan and the final criteria referred to in
subscction (h)(2) that are applicable to the year concerned,

{2) The Sceretary shall include, with the Tist of recommendations published and
transmitied pursuant to paragraph (1), a sunumary of the selection process that re-
sulted in the recommendation for cach installation, including a justilication {or cach
recommendation.

(2) In considering military instaliations for closure or realignment, the Scerctary
shall consider all miluary installations inside the United States equally without regard
to whether the installation has been previously considered or proposed for closure or
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“(4) In addition to making all information used by the Sccretary to prepare the recom-
menddtions under this subsutwn available to Congress (including any committee 6. member
of Congress), the Sceretary shall also make such information available to the Commission
and the Comprroller General of the United States.”; and

“(5)(A) Each person referred to in subparagraph (B), when bubmlllmg information to the
Secretary of Defense or the Commission concerning the closure or realignment of a silitary
installation, shall certify that such information is accurate and complete to the best of that
person’s ’\h()\“\’ltdgt and belief.

“(B) Subparagraph (A) applics to the following persons:

“(i) The Secretaries of the militarv departments.

“(ii) The heads of the Defense A&L ncices.

“(iii) Each person who is in a position the duties of which include personal and substantial
involvement in the preparation and submission of information and recommendations con-
cerning the closure or realignment of military installations, as designated in regulations
which the Secretary of Defense shall pusmbc regulations which the Sccretary of cach
military department shell prescribe for personnel within that military department, or regula-
tions which the hcad of cach Defense Agency shall prescribe for personnel within that De-

fense Agency.

“(6) I the case of any information provided to the Commission by a person described in
paragraph (5)(B), the Commission shall submit that information (o the Senate and the House
of Representatives to be made available to the Members of the House concerned in accor-
dance with the rules of that House. The injornmti(m shall be submitted to the Senate and the
House 0’ I\L[/:Lauuutl\(s within 24 houis u/(u the SLu/uuS\u)u (): (}L( lu,urulutldﬂ to the
Commission. The Secretary of Defense shall prescribe regulations to ensure the compliance of
the Commission with this paragraph”.

(d) Review and Recommendations by the Commission. - (1) After receiving the
recommendations from the Secretary pursuant to subsection (¢) for any year, the
Commission shall conduct public hearings on the recommendations.

(2)(A) The Commission shall, by no later than July 1 of cach year in which the
Secretary transmits recommendations to it pursuani to subsection (c), transmit to the
President a report containing the Commission’s findings and conclusions based on a
review and analiysis of the recommendations made by the Secretary, together with the
Commission's recommendations for closures and vealignments of milhary installa-
tions inside the United Siates.

(B) “Subject to subparagraph (C), in making” its recommendations, the Comunission
may make changes in any of the recommendations made by the Secretary if the
Comnussion determines that the Seeretary deviated substantially from the {orce-struc-
ture plan and final criteria referred to in subsection (¢)(1) in making rccommenda-
tions.

“(C) In the case of a change described in subparagraph (D) in the recommendations made
by the Secretary, the Commission may make the change only if the Commission —

“(i) makes the determination required by subparagraph (B);
“(i) determines that the change is consistent with the jmu structure plan and final
criteria referred to in subscction (1)

“(iii) publishes a notice of the pmpowd chunge in the Federal Register not less than 30
duys before transmitting its recommendations to the President pursuant to paragraph (2);
and

“(iv) conducts public hearings on the proposed change.

“(D) Subpuragraph (C) shall applv to a change by the Commission in the Scarctary’s
recomm (ndutmr that would —

“(1) add a military installation (o the list of military installations recommended by the
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Secretary for closure;

“(ii) add a military installation to the list of military installations recommended by the
Secretary for realignment; or

“(iii) increasc the extent of a realignment of a particular military installation recom-
mended by the Secretary.”.

(3) The Commission shall explain and justify in its report submitted to the Presi-
dent pursuant to paragraph (2) any reccmmendation made by the Commission that is
different from the recommendations made by the Secretary pursuant to subsection
(¢). The Commission shall transmit a copy of such report to the congressional defense
committees on the same date on which it transmits its recommendations to the
President under paragraph (2).

(4) After July 1 of each ycar in which the Commission transmits recommendations
to the President under this subsection, the Commission shall promptly provide, upon
request, to aniy Member of Congress information used by the Commission in making
its recommendations.

(5) The Comptroller General of the United States shall —

(A) assist the Commission, to the extent requested, in the Commission’s re-
view and analysis of the recommendations made by the Secretary pursuant to
subsection (C); and

(B) by no later than April 15 of each year in which the Secretary makes such
recommendations, transmit to the Congress and to the Commission a report
containing a detailed analysis of the Secretary’s recommendations and selection
process.

{¢) Review by the Presideit. - (1) The President shall, by no later than july 15 of
each year in which the Commission makes recommendations under subsection (d),
transmit to the Commission and to the Congress a report containing the President’s
approval v disapproval of the Commission’s recommendations.

(2) I the Presideat approves all the recommendations of the Commission, the
President shall transmit a copy of such recommendations te the Congress, together
with a certification of such approval.

(3) I the President disapproves the recommendations of the Commission, in whele
or in part, the President shall transmit to the Commission and the Congress the
reasons for that disapproval. The Commission shall then transmit to the President, by
no later than August 15 of the year concerned, a revised list of recommendations for
the closure and realignment of military installations.

(4) If the President approves all of the revised recommendations of the Commis-
sion transmitted to the President under paragraph (3), the President shall transmit a
copy of such revised recommendations to the Congress, together with a certification
of such approval.

(5) 1 the President does not iransmit to the Congress an approval and certification

escribed in paragraph (2) or (4) by Sepiember 1 of any year in which the Commis-
sion has transmitted recommendations to the President under this part, the process
by which military installations may be selected for closure or realignment under this
part with respect to that year shall be terminated.

SEC. 2904. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY INSTALLATIONS
{@) In General. - Subject to subsection (b), the Secretary shall —

1) close all military installations recommended for closure by the Commis-
sion in ecach report transmitted to the Congress by the President pursuant to
section 2903(c);

(2) realign all military installations rccommended for realignment by such
Commission in cach such report,
(3) initiate all such closures and realignments no later than wwo years after the
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date on which the President transmits a report to the Congress pursuant to section
2903(¢) containing the recommendations for such closures or realignments; and

(4) complete all such closures and realignments no later than the end of the
six-ycar period beginning on the date on which the President transmits the
report pursuant to section 2903(c) containing the recommendations for such
closures or realignments.

(b) Congressional Disapproval. - (1) The Secretary may not carry out any closure
or realignment recommended by the Commission in a report transmitted from the
President pursuant to section 2903(e) if a joint resolution is enacted, in accordance
with the provisions of section 2908, disapproving such recommendations of the Com-
mission before the earlier of —

(A) the end of the 45-day period beginning on the date on which the Presi-
dent transmits such report; or

(B) the adjournment of Congress sine die for the session during which such
report is transmitted.

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1) of this subsection and subsections (aj and (c) of
section 2908, the days on which either House of Congress is not in session because of
adjournment of more than three days to a day certain shall be excluded in the
computation of a period.

SEC. 2905. IMPLEMENTATION
(a) In General. - (1) In closing or realigning any military installation under this
part, the Secretary may —

(A) take such actions as may be necessary to close or realign any military
installation, including the acquisition of such land, the construction of such
replacement facilities, the performance of such activites, and the conduct of
such advance planning and design as may be required to transfer functions from
a military installation being closed or realigned to another military instailation,
and may usc for such purpose funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the
Department of Defense for use in planning and design, minor construction, or
operation and maintenance;

(B) provide —

action programs. (i) economic adjustment assistance to any community located near a mili-

Environmental
protection.

tary installation being closed or realigned, and

{ii) community planning assistance to any community located near a mili-
Ly instatlation o which funciions will be tansferied as a 1esuli of e
closure or realignment of a military installation,

if the Secretary of Defense determines that the financial resources available 1o
the community (by grant or otherwise) for such purposes are inadequate, and
may use for such purposes funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the
Department of Defense for economic adjustment assistance or community plan-
ning assistance;

(C) carry out activities tor the purposes of environmental restoration and
niitigation at any such installation, and “shall” use for such purposes funds in the
Account or funds appropriated to the Department of Defense. The amendments
muade by this subscction shall take ¢ffect on the dute of the enactment of this Act.

(D) provide outplacement assistance to civilian employees employed by the
Department of Defense at military installations being closed or realigned, and
may use for such purpose funds in the Account cor funds appropriated to the
Department of Defense for outplacement assistance to employees; and

(E) reimburse other Federal agencies for actions performed at the request of
the Sceretary with respect to any such closure or realignment, and may use for
such purpose funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the Department of
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Environmental — (2) In carrying out any closwre or realignment under this part, the Seerctary shall
protection. ensure that environmental restoration of any property made excess 1o the needs of the
Department of Defense as a result of such closure or realignment be carried out as
soon as possible with funds available for such purvposc.

(b) Management and Disposal of Property. - (1) The Administrator of General
Services shall delegate 1o the Secrctary of Defense, with respect to excess and surplus
real property and facilitics located at a military instaltation closed or realigned under
this part —

(A) the authority of the Administrator 1o utilize excess property under section 202
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 USC 483);

(B) the authority of the Administrator 1o dispose of surplus property under
section 203 of that Act (40 USC 484);

(C) the authority of the Administrator to grant approvals and make determi-
nations under section 13(g) of the Surplus Property Act of 1944 (50 USC App.
1622(g)): and

(1) the authority of the Administrator to determine the availability of excess
or surplus real property for wildlife conservation purposes in accordance with
the Act of May 19, 1948 (16 USC 667b).

(2XA) subject o subparagraph (C), the Sceretary of Defense shall exercise the
authority delegated 1o the Secrctary pursuant to paragraph (1) in accordance with —

(1) all regulations in effect on the date of the enactment of this Act governing
the utilization of ¢xcess property and the dlSpOHJ] of smplm property under the
Fedoral Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949; and

(1i) all lu,ul‘u.x ns in cffect on the date of the enactment of this Act governing
the conveyance and disposal of property under scction 13(g) of the Surplus
Property Act of 1944 (50 USC App. 1622(g)).

(B) The Sceretary, afier consulting with the Administrator of General Services, may
issue regulations that are necessary o carry out the delegation of authority required
by paragraph (1).

() The authority required to be delegated by paragraph (1) to the Secrctary by the
Administrator of General Services shall not include the authority to prescribe general
policics and methods for wilizing excess property and disposing ol surplus property.

(D) The Sccretary of Defense may transfer real property or facilities located at a
military installation to be closed or realigned under this part, with or without veim-
bursement, to a military departiment or other entity (including a nonappropriated
fund instrumentality) within the Department of Defense or the Coast Guard.

(E) Before any action may be taken with respect to the disposal of any surplus real
property or facility located at any military installation 1o be closed or realigned under
this part, the Secrctary of Defense shall consult with the Governor of the State and the
heads of the local governments concerned for the purpose of considering any plan for
the use of such property by the local community concerned.

(c) Applicability of National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. - (1) The
provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 USC 4321 ¢l seq.)
shall not apply 1o the actions of 1he President, the Commission, and, except as
provided i paragraph (2), the Department of Defense i c: arying out this part.

(2X(A) The provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 shall
apply to actions ol the Department of Defense under this pait (i) during the process
of property disposal, and (i) during ithe process of relocating functions from a mili-
tary installation being closed or realigned to another military installation after the
receiving installation has been selected but before the functions are relocared.

(B) In applying the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1909 to
the processes referred o in subparagraph (A), the Secrctary of Defense and the Sceere-
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tary of the military departments concerned shall not have to consider —
(i) the nced for closing or realigning the milisary installation which has been
recommended for closure or realignment by the Commission;
(ii) the need for wansferring functions to any military installation which has
been selected as the receiving instatlation; or
(iii) military installations alternative 1o those recommended or selected.

(3) A civil action for judicial review, with respect to any requirement of the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 1o the extent such Act is applicable under
paragraph (2), of any act or failure to act by the Department of Defense during the
closing, 1C’1hgnmg or relocating of functions referred to in clauses (i) and (ii) of
paragraph (2)(A), may not be brought more than 60 days after the date of such act or
failure o act. .

(d) Waiver. - The Sccretary of Defense may close or realign military installations
under this part without regard to —

(1) any provision of law restricting the use of funds for closing or realigning
military installations included in any appropriations or authorization Act; and
(2) sections 2062 and 2687 of title 10, United States Code.

SEC. 2906. ACCOUNT

(a) In General. - (1) There is hercby established on the books of the Treasury an
account to be known as the “Department of Defense Base Closure Account 1990"
which shall be administered by the Secretary as a single account.

(2) There shall be deposited into the Account —

(A) funds authorized for and appropriated o the Account,

(B) any funds that the Secretary may, subject 1o approval in an appropriation
Act, transfer to the Account from funds appropriated to the Department of
Defense for any purposc, except that such funds may be wransferred only afier
the date on which the Secretary transmits written notice of, and justification for,
such transfer to the congressional defense committees; and

(C) pioceeds received from the transfer or disposal of any property at a
military installation closed or realigned under this part.

(b) Use of Funds. - (1) The Secretary may usc the funds in the Account only for
the purposes described in section 2905(a).

(2) When a decision is made 10 use funds in the Account to carry oul a construc-
tion project under section 2905(a) and the cost of the project will exceed the maxi-
mum amount authorized by law for a minor military construction project, the Secre-
tary shall notify in writing the congressional defense commitiees of the nature of, and
justification for, the project and the amount of expenditures for such project. Any
such construction project may be carried out without regard to section 2802(a) of
title 10, United States Code. .

(c) Reports. - (1) No later than 60 days after the end of cach fiscal ycar in which
the Secretary carries out activities under this part, the Secretary shall transmit a report
o the congressional defense commiittees of the amount and nature of the deposits
into, and the expenditures from, the Account during such fiscal yecar and of the
amount and nature of other expenditures made pursuant to section 2905(a) during
such fiscal year.

“(d) Account Exclusive Source of Funds for Environmental Restoration Projects. -
Except for funds deposited into the Account under subscction (a), funds appropriated to the
Department of Defense may not be used for purposes described in section 2905(a) (1)(C). The
prohubition in this subscction shall expire upon the termination of the authority of the Secre-
tary to carry out a closurc or realignment under this part.”.

(2) Unobligated funds which remain in the Account after the termination of the
Commission shall be hield in the Account until transferred by law afier the congres-
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sional defense commitiees receive the report transmitted under paragraph (3).

(3) No later than 60 days after the termination of the Commission, the Secretary
shall transmit 10 the congressional defense committees a report containing an ac-
counting ol —

(A) all the funds deposited into and expended {rom the Account or otherwise
expended under this part; and
(B) any amount remaining in the Account.

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2907. REPORTS

note. As part of the budget request for fiscal year 1993 and {or each fiscal year thereafter
for the Department of Defense, the Secrctary shall transmit to the congressional
defense commitiees of Congress —

(1) a schedule of the closure and realignment actions to be carried out under
this part in the fiscal year for which the request is made and an estimate of the
total expenditures required and cost savings to be achieved by cach such closure
and realignment and of the time period in which these savings are to be achieved
in each case, together with the Secretary’s assessment of the environmental ef-
fects of such actions; and

(2) a description of the military installations, including those under construc-
tion and those planned for construction, to which functions are to be transferred
as a result of such closures and realignments, together with the Secretary’s as-
sessment of the environmental effects of such transfers.

“Report on Environmental Restoration Costs for Installations to be Closed Under 1990
Base Closure Law. - (1) Each ycar, at the same time the President submits to Congress the
budget for a fiscal year (pursuant to section 1105 of title 31, United States Codo), the
Secretary of Defensc shall submit to Umg;us a report on the funding needed for the fiscal
year for which the budget is submitted, and jor cach of the following fowr fiscal years, for
environmental restoration activitics at cach military installation described in paragraph
(), sct forth separately by fiscal year for cach military installation.

(2) The report required under paragraph (i) shall cover cach military installation
which is to be closed pursuant to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of
1990 (part A of title XXIX of Public Law 101-510).

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2908. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF COMMISSION REPORT

note. (a) Terms of the Resolution. - For purposes of section 2904(b), the term “joint
resolution”™ means nn]y a joint resolution which is introducea within the 10-(_{:,1_).'
period beginning on the date on which the President transmits the report to the
Congress under section 2903(¢), and —

(1) which does not have a preambic;

(2) the matter after the resolving clause of which is as follows: “That Congress
disapproves the recommendations of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Comimisston as submitted by the President on 7, the blank space being fiiled
in with the appropriate date; and

(3) the title of which is as follows: “Joint resolution disapproving the recom-
mendations of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission.”.

(b) Referral. - A resolution described in subsection (a) thuat is introduced in the
House of Representatives shall be referred 1o the Committee on Armed Serviees of the
House of Representatives, A resolution described in subscection (a) introduced in the
Senate shall be referred o the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate.

(¢) Discharge. - 1i the committee 1o which a resolution described in subsection (a)
is referred has not reported such a resolwion (or an identical resolution) by the end
of the 20-day period beginning on the date on which the President transmits the
report to the Congress under section 2903(¢), such committee shall be, at the end of
such period, dischargea from iurther consideration of such resolution, and such
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resolution shall be placed on the appropriate calendar of the House involved.

(d) Consideration. - (1) On or after the third day after the date on which the
committee to which such a resolution is referved hes reported, or has been discharged
(under subsection (<)) from {further consideration of, such a resolution, it is in arder
(even though a previous motion o the same effect has been disagreed 10) for any
Member of the respective House to move to proceed to ihe consideration of

“the resolution. A member may make the motion only on the dav after the calendar day
on which the Member announces to the House concerned the Member's intention to make the
motion, except that, in the case of the House of Representatives, the modon may be made
without such prior announcement if the motion is made by divection of the committec to
which the resolution was referred.”.

The motion is highly privileged in the House of Representatives and is privileged
in the Senate and is not debatable. The motion is not subject to amendment, or to a
motion to postpone, or o a motion to proceed o the consideration of other business.
A motion to reconsider the vote by which the motion is agreed to or disagreed to
shall not be in order. If a motion to proceed to the consideration of the resonion is
agreed to, the respective House shall immediately proceed o consideration of the
joint resolution without intervening motion, order, or other business, and the resolu-
tion shall remain the unfinished business of the respective House until disposed of.

(2) Debate on the resolution, and on all debatable motions and appeals in conmec-
tion therewith, shall be limited 10 not more than 2 howrs, which shall be divided
equally between those {favoring and those opposing the resolution. An amendment o
the resolution is not in order. A motion further to limit debate is in order and not
debatable. A motion to posipone, o w woiion to proceed to tie consideration of other
business, or a motion to recommit the resolution is not in order. A motion to recon-
sider the vote by which thic resolution is agreed to ov disagreed o is not in order.

(3) Immediately following the conclusion of the debate on a resolution described
in subscction (a) and a single quorum call at the conclusion of the debate if requested
in accordance with the rules of the appropriate House, the vote on final passage of the
resolution shall oceur.

(4) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair relating to the application of the rules
of the Senate or the House of Representatives, as the case may be, to the procedure
relating to a resolution described in subscction (a) shall be decided without debate.

(e) Consideration by Other House. - (1) If, before the passage by one House of a
resolution of that House described 1 subsection (1), that House received from the
other House a resolution described in subsection (), then the following procedures
shall apply:

(A) The resolution of the other House shall not be referred 1o a committee
and may not be considered in the House receiving it except in the case of final
passage as provided in subparagraph (B)Gi).

(B) With respeet to a reselution described in subscetion (a) of the House
receiving the resolution-

(1) the procedure in that House shall be the same as it no resolution had
been reccived from the other House; bul
(i1) the vote on final passage shall be on the resolution of the other House,

(2) Upon disposition of the resolution received from the other House, it shall no
longer be in order to consider the resolution that originated in the receiving House.

(f) Rules of the Senate and House. - This section is e¢nacted by Congress —-

(1) as an excreise of the rulemaking power of the Senate and touse of Representa-
tives, respectively, and as such it i1s deemed a part ol the rules of cach House,
respectively, but applicable only with respeet to the procedure to be followed in that
Housc in the case of a resolution described in subsection (a), and it supersedes other
rules only to the extent thav it its inconsistent with such rules; and
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(2} with full recognition of the constitutional right of either House to change the
ruies (so far as relating o the procedure of that House) st any time, in the same

marner, and to the same extent as i the case of any other rule of that House.

10 USC 2087 SEC. 2909. RESTRICTION ON OTHER BASE CLOSURE AUTHORITY

nolte. (2) in General. - Except as provided in subsection (¢), during the period beginning,
on the date of e enactment of this Act and ending on December 31, 1995, this part
shall be the exclusive authority for seiecting for closure or realignment, or for carrying
oat any closure or realignment of, a military installation inside the United States.

(b} Restriction. - Except as provided in subsection (¢), none of the funds available
to the Department of Defense may be used, other than under this part, during the
period specitied in subsection (a) —

(1) 10 identily, through any transmittal 1o the Congress or through any other
public announcement or notification, any military installation inside the United
States as an installation 1o be closed or realigned or as an installution under
consideration for closure or realignment; or

(2) 1o carry out any closure or realignment of a military installation inside the
United States.

(¢) Exception. - Notheag in this part affects the authority of the Secretary to carry
out — )

(1) closures and realignments wndey title 11 of Public faw 100-526; and

(2) closures and reatignments to which section 2687 of ude 10, United States
Code, is not appiicable, including closures and realignments carvied out for
reasons of national sccurity or a military emergency referred to in subsection (¢)
of such section.

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2910. DEFINITIONS
nole. As used m s part

(1) The term “Account” means the Department of Delense Base Closure Ac-
count 1990 established by section 2906(a)(1).

(2) The term “congressional defense committees™ means the Committees on
Armed Services and the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate and of the
House of Representatives.

(3) The term “Commission” means the Commission established by section 2902,

) Th- term “mililzlry installation” means a base, camp, post, station, ym'd,
center, h(nncpm‘[ |:11,jlil_y for any ghjp, or other activity under the Jlll'iS(]_i(jl_iOH of
the Department of Defense, including any leased facility.

“Such term dees not indlude any facility used primarily for civil works, rivers and
harbors projects, flood control, or other projects not under the primary jurisdiction or
control of the Department of Defense.”.

The amendment made by paragraph (4) shall take ¢ffect as of November 5, 1990,
and shall apply us if it hed peen induded in section 2910(4) of the Ddfense Buse
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 on that date.”.

(5) The term “realignment” includes any action which both reduces and refo-
cates functions and civilian personnel positions but does not include a reduction
in force rosulting from workload adjastments, reduced personnel or funding
levels, or skill imbalances.

(0) The tenm “Secrctary” means the Secretary ol Defense.

(7) The term “United Siates” means the 50 States, the District of Columbia,
ihe Commonweaith of Puerto Rice, Guam, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa,
and any other commonwealth, territory, or possession of the United States.

SLEC. 2911. CLARIFYING AMENDMENT
Section 2687()(1) of ttle 10, Unued States Code, is amended —
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(1) by inserting “homeport facility for any ship,” after “center,”; and

(2) by striking out “under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of a military de-
partment” and inserting in lieu thereof “under the jurisdiction of the Department
of Defense, including any leased facility,”.

PART B—Other Provisions Relating to Defense Base Closures and Realignments

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2921. CLOSURE OF FOREIGN MILITARY INSTALLATIONS
note. (a) Sense of Congress. - It is the sense of the Congress that —

(1) the tenmination of military operations by the Uniled States ar military
iastallations outside the United States should be accomplished at the discretion
of the Secretary of Defense at the earliest opportunity;

(2) in providing for such termination, the Secretary of Defense should take
steps o ensure that the United States receives, through direct payment or other-
wise, consideration equal to the {air markei value of the improvements maae by
the United States at tacilities that will be released 1o host countries;

(3) the Secretary of Defense, aciing through the military component com-
mands or the sub-unified commands 1o the combatarit commands, should be the
lead official in negotiations relating to determining and receiving such consider-
ation; and

(4) the determination of the fair market value of such improvenients released
Lo host countries in whole or in part by the United States shculd be handled on
a facility-by-facility basis.

(b) Residual Value. - (1) For each installation outside the United States at which
military operations were being carried out by the United Swates on October 1, 1990,
the Secretary of Delense shall rransmit, by no later than June 1, 1991, an estimate of
the fair market value, as of January 1, 1991, of the improvements made by the United
States at facilities at each such installation.

(2) For purposes of this sertion:

(A) The term “fair market value of the improvements” means the value of
improvements determined by the Secretary on the basis of their highest use
(B) The term “improvements” includes new construction of facilities and !
all additiors, improvements, modifications, or renovations made "o existing,
facilitics or to real property, without regard 10 whether they were carrizd out
with appropriated or nonappropriated funds.

(¢) Establishiment of Special Account. - (1) 1here 15 established on the books of
the Treasury a special account to be known as the “Department of Defense Overseas
Military Facility Investment Recovery Account”. Any amounts paid to the United
States, pursuant to any treaty, status of forces agreement, or othet international agree- :
ment 1o which the United States is a party, for the resiqual value of real property or N
improvements 1o real property used by civilian or military personnel of the Depart-
ment of Defense shall be deposited into such account.

(2) Money deposited in the Department of Defense Overseas Military Facility In-
vestment Recovery Account shall be available to the Secretary of Defense for payviment,
as provided in appropriation Acts, of costs incurred by the Department of Defense in
conncction with facility maintenance and repair and environmental restoration at
military installations in the United States. Funds in the Account shall remain available
unti] expended.

SEC. 2922. MODIFICATION OF THE CONTENT OF BIANNUAL REPORT OF :
THE COMMISSION ON ALTERNATIVE UTILIZATION OF MILI- G ¥
TARY FACILITIES
{a) Uses of Facilities. - Scction 2819(h) of the National Defense Authorization
Act, Tiscal Year 198% (Public Law 100-456; 102 Stat. 2119; 10 USC 2391 note) is
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10 USC 2391
note.

10 USC 2087
notc.

10 UsC 2687
notc.

amended -—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking out “minimum security facilities for nonvio-
lent prisoners” and inserting in lieu thereof “Federal confinement or correctional
facilitics including shock incarceration facilities™

(2" by striking out “and” at the end of paragraph (3);

(%) by redesignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (5); and

(%) by inserting after paragraph (3) the following new paragraph (4):

“ 47 dentify those facilities, or parts of facilities, that could be effectively
utilized or renovated 1o meet the needs of States and local jurisdictions for
confinement or correctional facilities; and”.

(b) Effective Date. - The amendments made by subsection (a) shall take effect
with respect to the first report required to be submitted under section 2819 the
National Defense Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989, after September 30, 1990.

SEC. 2923. FUNDING FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AT MILITARY
INSTALLATIONS SCHEDULED FOR CLOSURE INSIDE THE UNITED
STATES

(a) Authorization of Appropriations. - There is hereby authorized to be apy 10~
priated to the Depariment of Defense Base Closure Account for fiscal year 1991,
addition 1o any other funds authorized to be appropriated to that account for [hdl
fiscal year, the sum of $100,000,000. Amounts appropriated Lo that account pursuani
to the preceding sentence shall be available only for activities for the purpose of
environmental restoration at military installations closed or realigned under title 11 of
Public Law 100-526, as authorized under section 204(a)(3) of that title.

(b) Exclusive Scurce of Funding. - (1) Section 207 of Public Law 100-526 is amended
by adding at the end the following:

“(b) Base Closure Account to be Exclusive Source of Funds for Environmental
Restoration Projects. - No funds appropriated to the Department of Defense may be
used for purposes described in section 204(a)(3) except funds that have been autho-
rized for and appropriated to the Account. The prohibition in the preceding sentence
expires upon the termination of the authority of the Sec: to carry out a closure
or realignment under this title.”.

(2) The amendment made by paragraph (1) does not apply with respect o the
availahility of funds appropriated before the date of the enactment of this Act.

(c) Task Force Report. - (1) No later than 12 months after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to Congress a report containing, the
findings and rccommendations of the task foice established under paragraph (2)
concerning —-

(A) ways to improve interagency coordination, within ezisting laws, regula-
tions, and administrative policies, of environmental response actions at military
installations (or portions of installations) that are being closed, or are scheduled
to be closed, pursuant to title 11 of the Defense Authorization Amendments and
Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526); and

(B) ways to consolidate and streamline, within existing laws and regulations,
the practices, policies, and administrative procedures of relevant Federal and
State agencies with respect to such environmental response actions so as 10
cnable those actions to be carried out more expeditiously.

(2) There is hereby established an environmental response task force to make the
findings and rccommendations, and to prepare the report, required by paragraph (1).
The task force shall consist of the following (or their designees):

(A) The Sceretary of Delense, who shall be chairman of the wask force.

() The Attorney General,

(C) The Administrator ol the General Services Administration.
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(D) The Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency.

(E) The Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army.

(F) A representative of a State environmental protection agency, appointed by
the head of the National Governors Association.

{G) A representative of a State Attorney general's office, appointed by the
head of the National Association of Attorney Generals.

(H) A representative of a public-interest environmental organization, appointed
by the Speaker of the House of Representatives.

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2924. COMMUNITY PREFERENCE CONSIDERATION IN
note. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY INSTALLATIONS
In any process of selecting any military installation inside the United States for
closure or realignment, the Secretary of Defense shall take such steps as are necessary
to assure thal special consideration and emphasis is given to any official statement
from a unit of general local government adjacent to or within a military installation
requesting the closure or realignment of such installation.

SEC. 2925. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

(a) Norton Air Force Base. - (1) Consistent with the recommendations of the
Commission on Base Realignment and Closure, the Secretary of the Air Force may not
relocate, until after September 30, 1995, any of the functions that were being carried
out at the ballistics missile office at Norton Air Force Base, California, on the date on
which the Secretary of Defense transmitied a report to the Commitiees on Armed
Services of the Senate and House of Representatives as described in section 202(a)(1)
of Public Law 100-526.

(2) This subsection shall take effect as of the date on which the report referred to
in subsection {a) was transmitted to such Committees.

(b) General Directive, - Consistent with the requirements of section 201 of Public
Law 100-526, the Seccretary of Defense shall direct each of the Secretaries of the
military departments to take all actions necessary 1o carry out the recommendations
of the Commission on Base Realignment and Closure and to take no action that is
inconsistent with such recommendations.

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2926. CONTRACTS FOR CERTAIN ENVIRONMENTAL
note. RESTORATION ACTIVITIES
(a) Establishment of Model Program. - Not later than 90 days alter the date of
cnactment of this Act, the Sccretary of Defense shall establish a model program to
improve the efficiency and effecuiveness of the base closure environmental restoration
program.
(b) Administrator of Program. - The Secrctary shall designate the Deputy Assis-
tant Secretary of Defense for Environment as the Administrator of the model program
referred 1o in subsection (a). The
Reports. Deputy Assistant Secretary shall report 1o the Secretary of Defense through the Under -
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition. p
(¢) Applicability. - This scction shall apply to environmental restoration activitics
at instaliations selected by the Secretary pursuant o the provisions of subscction
(dx1).
(d) Program Requirements. - In carrying out the model program, the Secretary of 0
Defense shall: :
(1) Designate for the model program two installations under his jurisdiction
that have been designated for closure pursuant to the Delense Authorization
Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526) and
for which preliminary assessments, site inspections, and Environmental Impact
Statements required Ty law or regulation have been completed. The Secretary

A-15




Appendix A

A-16

shall designate only those installations which have satisfied the requirements of
section 204 of the Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and
Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526).

(2) Compile a prequalification list of prospective coniractors for solicitation
and negotiation in accordance with the proceduves set forth in tile 1X of the
Federal Property and Adwinistrative Services Act (Public Law 92-582, 40 USC
541 et seq., as amended). Such contractors shall satisfy all applicable statutory
and regulatory requirements. In addition, the contractor selected for one of the
two installations under this program shall indemnify the . ederal Governmen:
against all liabilities, claims, penalties, costs, and damages caused by (A) the
contractor’s breach of any term or provision of the contract; and (B) any negli-
gent or willful act or omission of the contracter, its employees, or its subcontrac-
tors in the performance of the contract.

(3) Within 180 days after the date of enactment of this Aci, solicit proposals
from qualified contractors for response action (as defined under section 101 of
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of
1980 (42 USC 9601)) at the installations designated under paragraph (1). Such
solicitations and proposals shall include the following:

(A) Proposals to perform response action. Such proposals shall include
provisions for receiving the nccessary authorizations or approvals of the
response action by appropriate Federal, State, or local agencies.

(B) To the maximum exten: possible, provisions offered by single prinic
contractors to perform all phases of the response action, using performmce
specitications supplied by the Secretary of Defense and inciuding any safe-
guards the Secretary deems essential to avoid conflict of interest.

(4) Evaluate bids on the basis of price and other evaluation criteria.

(5) Subject to the availability of authorized and appropriated funds to the
Department of Defense, make contract awards for response action within 120
days after the solicitation of proposals pursuant to paragraph (3) for the response
action, or within 120 days after receipt of the necessary authorizations or ap-
provals of the response action by appropriate Federal, State, or local agencices,
whichever is later.

(e) Application of Section 120 of CERCLA. - Activities of the model program
shall be carried oul SUbjL ct to, and in a manner cousistcm wiLh scclion 120 (relat‘mg

and Llablhty Act of 1980 (42 UsC 9620).

(f) Expedited Agreements. - The Secrctary shall, with the concurrence of the
Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, assure compliance with all
applicabie Federal statutes and regulations and, in addition, take all reasonable and
appropriate measures to expedite all necessary administrative decisions, agrcements,
and concurrences.

(g) Report. - The Secretary of Defense shall include a description of thie progress
made during the preceding fiscal year in implementing and ucompllslung the goals
of this scction within the annual report to Congress required by section 2706 of title
10, United States Code.

(k) Applicability of Existing Law. - Nothing in this section aflects or modifies, in
any way, the obligations or liability of any person under other Federal or State law,
including common law, with respect 1o the disposal or release of hazardous sub-
stances or pollutants or contaminants as defined under section 101 of the Compre-
hensive Lnvironmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 USC
9601).




This appendix is taken verbatim from Depart-
ment of Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Report, March 1993,

Background

Public Law 101-510 requires the Secretary of
Defense to submit to the Congress and 1o the
Commission a force structure plan for fiscal years
1994 through 1999. The Secretary submitted
the plan 1o Congress and to the Commission on
March 12, 1993,

The force structure plan which follows incor-
porates an assessment by the Secretary of
the probahle threats to the national security
during the fiscal year 1994 through 1999
period, and takes into account the anticipated
fevels of funding for this penod. The plan
comprises three sections:

* The military threal assessment,

* The need for overscas basing, and

* The force structure, including the

implementation plan.

The force structure plan is classified SECRET.
What follows is the UNCLASSIFIED version
of the plan.

Cornttnee To WA dmeme: Thhsae
SCTCLIVULY 1, [VR1LRLA )’ 1iiRAalL
Assessment

The vital interests of the United States will be
threatened by regional crises between historic
antagonists, such as North and South Koica.
India and Pakistan, and the Middle East/Persian
Gulf states. Also, the collapse of political order
as a result of ethnic enmmiues in areas such as
somalia and the former Yugeslavia will prompt
international cfforts 1o conain violence, halt the
loss of life and the destruction of property, and
re-establish civil society. The future world mili-
tary situation wiil be characterized by regional
actors with modern destructive weaponry,
including chemical and biological weapons,
modern ballistic missiles, and, in some cases,
nuclear weapons. The acceleration of regional

strife caused by frustrated cthnic and national-
istic aspirations will increasc the pressure on
the United States to coniribute military {orces
to international peacckeeping/enforcement and
humanitarian relief efiorts.

The United States faces three types of conflict
in the coming years: dacliberate attacks on
U.S. allies or vital interests; the escalation of
regional conflicts that eventually threaien
U.S. allies or vital interests; and confhicts that
do not directly threaten vital interests, but whose
costs in lives of innocents demand an interna-
tional response in which the United States will
piay a leading role.

Across the Atlantic

The Balkans and parts of the {former Sovict Union
will be a source of major crises in the coming
years, as political-ethnic-religious antagonism
weaken fragile post-Celd War institutions. These
countries may resort Lo arms to protect narrow
political-ethnic interests or maxinize their power
vis-a-vis their rivals. The presence of vast stores
of conventional weapons and ammunition greatly
increases the potential for these local conltlicts
to spread. Meanwhile, European NATO allies
will continue to grapple with shapiag an evolv-
ing regional security framework capable of
crisis management and conflict prevention,
as well as responding to out-of-area conting-
encies., These countries will develop closer
relations with the cennral East European
ceuntries of Poland, the Czech and Slovak
Republics, and Hungary, bui they will be reluce-
rant to admit the republics of the fornier Soviet
Union into a formal collective defense arrange-
ment. Attempts by these {orneer Soviet repub-
lics 1o transform into democratic states with
market econormies and stabic national bound-
arics may prove too difficult or too costly and
could result in a reassertion of authoritarianism,
economic collapse, and civil war, Unsettled civil-
militaty rclaiions, unstable relations between
Russia and Ukraine, and retention of significant
numbers of nuclear weapons cven wlier the
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implementation of START 1I, the continuation
of other strategic programs, and relatively in-
discriminaie arms sales will remain troubling
aspects of the Commonwealth of Independent
slates.

In the Middle East, competition for political
influence and natural resources (i.e., water and
oil), along with weak economies, lslamic fun-
damentalism, and demographic pressures will
contribute to deteriorating living standards and
encourage social unrest. The requirement for
the United States to maintain a2 major role
in Persian Gulf security arrangements will not
diminish for the foresceable future.

The major threat of military aggression or sub-
version in the Persian Gulf region may well
emanate from Iran. Iran will find its principal
leverage in subversion and propaganda, and in
threats and military posturing below the threshold
that would precipitate U.S. intervention.

Iraq will continue to be a major concern for
the region and the world. By the turn of the
century, lrag could pose a renewed regional threat
depending on what sanctions remain in place
and what success lraq has in circuinventing them.
Iraq continues to constitute a residual threat
to some Gulf states, particularly Kuwait. Its mili-
tary capabilities to threaten other Gulf Arab
states will grow. These states will nevertheless
continue to depend largely on the U.S. deter-
rent to forestall a renewed lraqi drive for
regional dominance.

A prolunged stalernate in the Middle East peace
process may lead to further violence and threats
to U.S. allies and interests, perhaps accelerating
the popularity of anti-Western and Islamic radicai
movements.

Across the Pacific

The sccurity environment in most of Asia risks
becoming unstable as nations reorient their
defense policies to adapt to the end of the
Cold War, the collapse of the Soviet empire,
the breakup of the former Soviet Union, and
the lessons of the Persian Gult War. Political
and cconomic -pressures tpon Communist or
authoritarian regimes may lead to greater insta-
bility and violence. Virtually every nation will
base its strategic calculations on the premise
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of a declining U.S. military presence. The lesser
nations of Asia will become increasingly
concerned about security in arcas characterized
by national rivalries.

Our most active regional security concern in
Asia remains the military threat posed by North
Korea to our treaty ally, the Republic of Korea.
QOur concerns are intensified by North Korea's
efforts to develop weapons of mass destruction
and delivery systems.

China’s military modernization efforts of the last
two decades will produce a smaller but more
capable military withh modem combat aircraft,
including the Su-27/FLANKER. China will also
have aerial refueling and airborne warning and
control aircraft before the end of the decade.
The Chinesc Navy wili have significantly
improved air defense missile capabilities, antiship
missiles, long-range cruise missiles (120 km
vange), and a new submarine-launched cruise
missile. By the end of the decade China also
will have improved its strategic nuclear forces.

Japan's major security concerns will focus
primarily on the potential emergence of a
rcunified Korea armed with nuclear weapons,
on the expanding Chinese naval threat, and on
the possibility of a nationalistic Russia.

In South Asia, the principal threat to U.S.
security will remain the potential of renewed
contlict between India and Pakistan. While the
conventional capabilities of both countrics prob-
ably wiil be eroded by severc budget pressures,
internal security obligations, and the loss of
Superpower benefactors, India and Pakistan
will still have nuclear-capable ballistic missiles.

The Rest of the World

This broad characterization covers regions not
addressed above and is not intended to either
diminish or denigrate the importance of U.s.
interests, friends, and allies in arcas beyond
Europe and the Pacific.

In Latin America, democratic foundations
remain unstable and the democratization pro-
cess will 1emain vulnerable o a wide variety
of influences and factors that could casily deruil
it. Virtually every country in the region will be
victimized by drug-associated violence and crime.,
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Over the next few years, the capabilities of
almost all of the militaries in the region will
remain static or decline despite planned or
ongoing measures to upgrade or modernize
existing inventories or restructure. A single excep-
tion may be Chile, which may see some force
structure improvements through the mid-1990s.

In Alrica, chronic instability, insurgency, and
civil war will continue throughout the conti-
nent. Two major kinds of security issues will
dominate U.S. relations with the region: non-
combatant evacuation and conflict resolution.
Operations most likely to draw the U.S. mili-
tary into the continent include disaster relief,
humanitarian assistance, international peace-
keeping, and logistic support for allied military
operations. Further, conflict resolution efforts
will test the growing reputation of the United
States for negotiation and mediation.

Direct threcats to U.S. allies or vital interests
that would require a significant military response
in the near future are thosc posed by North
Korea, ITran, and lraq. More numerous, how-
cver, are those regional conflicts that would
quickly escalate 1o threaten vital U.S. interests
in Southeasicrn Europe, Asia, the Middle Last,
Alrica, and Laiin America. These conflicts would
not require military responses on the order of
DESERT STORM, but they would pose unique
demands on the ability of U.S. Armed Forces to
maintain stability and provide the environment
for political solutions. Finally, there will be
a large number of contingencies in which the
sheer magnitude of human suifering and moral
outiage demands a U.S. response, probably in
concert with the United Nations. The current
number of international crises is unlikely 1o
diminish before the end of this decade, as
many regions of the world continue 1o suffer
the ravages ol failed cconomic programs and
nationalistic violence,

Section II: Justification for
Overseas Basing

As we reduce forward-presence forces globally,
we nevertheless will continue 1o emphasize
the fundamental roles of forward-presence
forces essential to deterring aggression, fosier-
ing alliance relationships, bolstering regional

stability, and protecting U.S. interests abroad.
Forward-presence activities such as forward
basing, rotational and periodic deployments,
exercises and port visits, military-to-military
contaces, sccurity assistance, combatting terior-
ism, combatting narcotrafficking, and protect-
ing American citizens in crisis areas will remain
central to our stability and U.S. influence will
be promoted through emerging forward-
presence operations. These include roles for the
military in the war on drugs and in providing
humanitarian assistance.

Over the past 45 years, the day-1o-day presence
of U.S. forces in regions vital 1o U.S. national
interest has been key to averting crises and
preventing war. Our forces throughout the
world show our commitment, lend credibility
to our alliances, enhance regional stability, and
provide crisis-response capability while promoting
U.S. influence and access. Although the num-
bers of U.S. forces stationed overseas wili
be reduced, the credibility of our capability
and intent Lo respond to crisis will continue 10
depend on judicious forward presence. Forward
presence is also vital to the mainienance of the
system of collective defense by which the United
States works with its friends and allies to pro-
tect our sccurity interests, while reducing the
burdens of defense spending and unnecessary
arms competition.

Atlantic Forces

U.S. interests in the Adantic Regions, including
Lurope, the Mediterranean, the Middle East,
Africa and Southwest Asia, require continuing
commitment. There will be forces, forward
stationed and rotadonal, with the capability for
rapid reinforcement from within the Atlantic
region and from the United States and the means
to support deployment of larger forces when
needed.

The end ol the Cold War has significantly
reduced the requirement to station U.S. forces
in Europe. Yet, the security of the United States
remains linked 1o that ol Europe, and our
continued support of the Atlantic Alliance is
crucial. Our stake in long-term European secu-
rity and stability, as well as enduring cconomic,
cultural, and geopolitical interests require a con-
tinued commitment of U.S. military strength.
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Our forward presence forces in Eurepe must be
sized, designed, and postured to preserve an
aciive and influcntial role in the Adanace Alh-
ance and in the future security framework on
the continent. The remaining force of 1 Army
Corps with 2 divisions and 3(+) Air Force Fighter
Wing Equivalents (FWE) is a dircct response
o the uncertainty and instability that remains
in this region. In addition, maritime f{orces
committed to Europe will be one Carrier Battle
Group (CVBG) and one Amphibious Ready Group
(ARG/MEU(SOC)). These forward-deployed forces
provide an explicit commitment to the security
and stability of Lurope, and pre-positioned
cquipment  provides an infrastructure for
CONUS-based forces should the need arise in
Europe or elsewhere.

The U.S. response to the Iragi invasion of
Kuwait was built on the foundation of pre-
vious U.S. presence in the region. Air, ground,
and maritime deployments, coupled with
pre-position, combined exercises. security
assistance, and infrastructure, as well as Curo-
pean and regional enroute strategic airlift
infrastructure, enhanced the crisis-response
force buildup. Future presence in Southwest
Asia will be defined by ongoing bilateral nego-
tiations with the governments of the Gulf
Cooperative Council. Our commitment will be
reinflorced by pre-positioned equipment, access
agreements, bilateral planning, periodic depley-
ments and cxercises, visits by scnior officials
and security assistance.

Padific Forces

U.S. interests in the Pacific, including South-
cast Asia and the Indian Occan, require a
continuing commitiment. Because the forces
of potential adversarics in the Pacilic are differ-
ent than the Atlantic, and due to the maritime
character of the arca, U.S. military forces in this
vast region of major importance ditler {from those
in the Adantic arena. As Asia continuces its
cconomic and political development, U.S.
forward presence will continue 1o serve as a
stabilizing influence and a restraint 1o potential
regional aggression and rearmament.

Forward presence forees will be principally
maritime, with half of the projected carrier and
amphibious force oriented toward this arca
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including one CVBG, ARG, and Marine Expedi-
tionary lorce forward-based in this region.
The improving military capability of South
Korca has enabled our Army forces 1o he trimmed
to less than a division. One Air Force FWE
in South Korea and 1(+) FWE in Japan are
10 be larward-based in this region. In addition,
presence in both Alaska and llawaii will be
maintained.

Elsewhere in the World

In the less-prediclable yet increasingly impor-

-ant other regions of the globe, the United States

secks Lo preserve its access to foreign markets
and resources, mediate the traumas of economic
and social strife, deter regional aggressors, and
promote the regional stability necessary for
progress and prosperity. From Latin Arnerica to
sub-Saharan Alrica to the far-flung islands of
the world's occans, American military men and
women contribute daily to the unsung tasks of
naton-building, security assistance, and quiet
diplomacy that protect and extend our political
goodwill and access o foreign markets. Such
access becomes increasingly critical in an era
of reduced forward presence, when forces
deploying from the United States are more
than ever dependent on enroute and host-
nation support to ensure timely response to
distant crises. In the future, maintaining
forward presence through combined planning
and exercises, pre-positioning and scrvice agree-
ments, and combined warfighting doctrine and
intcroperability could spell the difference
between success or failure m defending vital
regional interests.

Contingency Forces

The U.S strategy for the come-as-you-arc
arena of spontancous, often unpredictable
crises requires fully traimed, highly ready forees
that are rapidly deliverable and initially scli-
sulficient. Therefore, such forces must be drawn
primarily from the active force structure and
tailored into highly effective joint ask {orees
that capitalize on the unique capabilities ¢f each
scrvice and the special operations forees. In this
regard, the CINC must have the opportunity
to sclect from a broad spectrum of capabilities
such as: airborne, air assault, light infantry, and
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rapidly deliverable heavy forces {rom the Army;
the entire range of fighter, fighter-bomber, and
long range conventional bomber forces provided

by the Air Force; carrier-based naval air power,

the striking capability of surface combatants,
and the covert capabilitics of attack submarines
from the Navy; the amphibious combat power
of the Marine Corps, particularly when access
ashore is contested, which includes on-station
MEU(SOCQ) and Maritime Pre-positioning Ships;
and the unique capabilities of the special
operations forces. Additionally, certain reserve
units must be maintained at high readiness
to assist and augment responding active units.
Reserve forces perform much of the lift and other
vital missions from the outset of any contin-
gency operation. In regions where no U.S. for-
ward presence exists, these contingency f{orces
are the tip of the spcar, first into action, and
followed as required by heavier forces and long-
term sustainment.

Section III: The Force Structure
and Implementation Plan

FY 92 FY 95 FY 97

ARMY DIVISIONS

Active 14 12 12

Reserve(Cadre) 1000)  6(2) 6(2)
MARINE CORPS DIVISIONS

Active 3 3 3

Reserve 1 1 1
AIRCRAFT CARRIERS 13 12 12
TRAINING CARRIER 1 1 1
CARRIER AIR WINGS

Active 12 11 11

Reserve 2 2 2
BATTLE FORCE SHIPS 466 427 425
AIR FORCE FIGHTERS

Active 1,248 1,098 1,098

Reserve 816 810 810
AIR FORCE BOMBERS 242 176 184

DoD Personnel
(End Strength in thousands)

FY 92 Y 95 FY 97

ACTIVLEE BUTY

Army 610 538 522
Navy 542 490 489
Marine Corps 185 170 159
Air Torce 470 409 400
TOTAL 1,807 1,607 1,570
RESERVES 1,il4 911 907
CIVILIANS 1,000 904 884
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Military Value
(given priority consideration)

1.

The current and future mission require-
ments and the impact on operational
readiness of the Departmeit of Defense’s
total force.

The availability and condition of land,
facilities, and associated airspace at
both the existing and potential
receiving locations.

The ability 10 accommodate contingency,
mobilization, and future total force
requirements at both the existing

and potential receiving locations.

The cost and manpower iinplications.

Return on Investment

5. The extent and timing of potential costs

and savings, including the number of
years, beginning with the date of com-
pletion of the closure or realignment,
for the savings to exceed the costs.

Impacts

6. The cconomic impact on communities.

7. The ability of both the existing and
potential receiving communities’
infrastructure to support forces,
missions and personnel.

8. The environmental impact.




REALIGNME

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Initial Entry Training/Branch School
Fort McClellan, AL

Commodity Oriented

Fort Monmouth, NJ
Vint Hill Farms, VA

Army Depots

Letterkenny Army Depot, PA
Toocele Army Depot, UT
Command/Control

Fort Belvoir, VA

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Shipyards

Charleston Naval Shipyard, SC
Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallcjo, CA

Operational Air Stations

Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, CA
Navai Air Station Barbers Point, HI
Naval Air Station Cecil Field, FL
Naval Air Station, Midway Island

Training Air Stations

Naval Air Siation Meridian, MS
Naval Air Stauon Memphis, TN

East Coast Naval Bases

Naval Education and Training Center,
Newport, Rl

Naval station Charleston, SC

Naval Station Mobile, AL

Naval Station Staten Island, NY

Naval Submarine Base, New London, CT

West Coast Naval Bases

Naval Air Station Alameda, CA
Naval Station Treasure lsland,

San Francisco, CA
Training Centers

Naval Training Center Orlando, FL
Naval Training Center San Diego, CA

Navy Depots

Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, CA
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, VA
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, L

Inventory Control
Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, PA

Technical Centers (SPAWAR)

Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory,
Port Hueneme, CA

Naval Aty Technical Services Facility,
Philadelphia, PA

Naval Aivr Warlare Center - Aircraft Divisien,
Trenton, NJ

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Cenler,
Charleston, sC

Naval Electronic Systems Lngineering Center,
St. Inigoes, MD

Naval Electronic Security Systems
Enginecring Center, Washington, D.C.

Navy Radio Transmission Facility,
Annapolis, MD

Navy Radio Transmission Facility, Driver, VA

Technical Centers (NAVSEA)

Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock,
Annapolis Detachment, Annapolis, MD
Naval Surface Warfare Center - Dahlgren,
White Quk Detachment, White Qak, MD
Naval Surface Warfare Center -
Port Hueneme, Virginia Beach
Dctachment, Virginia Beach, VA
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Naval Undersea Warlare Center -
Norfolk Detachment, Nortolk, VA
Planning, Estimating, Repair and
Alterations (CV), Bremerton, WA
Planning, Estimating, Repair and
Alterations (Surface) Atlantic, Norlolk, VA
Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations
(Surface) Adantic (HQ), Philadelphia, PA
Planning, Estimaiing, Repair and Altcrations
(Surface) Pacific, San Francisco, CA
Sea Automated Data Systems Activity,
Indian Head, MD
Submarine Maintenance, Engineering,
Planning, and Procurement,
Portsmouih, NH

Reserve Air Stations

Naval Air IFacility Detroit, M1

Naval Air Station Dallas, TX

Naval Air Station Glenview, 1L

Naval Air Station South Weymouth, MA

Supply Centers

Naval Supply Center Charleston, SC
Naval Supply Center Oakland, CA
Naval Supply Center Pensacola, F1.

NCR Activities

Burcau of Navy Personnei, Arlington, VA
(Including the Office of Military Manpower
Management, Arlington, VA)

Naval Air Systems Command, Arlington, VA

Naval Facilities Engincering Cormmand,
Alexandna, VA

Naval Recruiting Command, Arlington, VA

Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, VA

Naval Supply Systems Command, Arlington,
VA (Including DefensePrinting Office,
Alexandria, VA and Food Systems Office,
Arlington, VA)

Security Group Command, Security Group
Station, and Security Group Detachment,
Potomac, Washingmn, D.C.

Tactical Support Olfice, Arlington, VA

Other Bases

Ist Magine Corps District, Garden City, NY
Department of Delense Family Tousing Office,
Niagara I'alls, NY

Naval Facilitics Engincering Command,
Western Engincering Field Division,
San Bruno, CA

Public Works Center San Francisco, CA

Reserve Activities

Naval Reserve Centers at:

Gadsden, AL
Montgomery, AL
Fayetteville, AK
Fort Smith, AK
Pacific Grove, CA
Macon, GA

Terre Haute, IN
Hutchinson, KN
Monroc, LA

New Bedlord, MA
Pittsficld, MA k-
Joplin, MS |

St. Joseph, MO

Great Falls, MT

Missoula, MT i
Atlainiic Ciiy. Nj =
Perth Amboy, NJ

Jamestown, NY

Poughkeensie, NY

Alioona, PA

Kingsport, TN

Memphis, TN

Ogden, UT

Staunton, VA

Parkersburg, WV

Naval Reserve Facilities at: B
Alexandria, LA
Midland, TX :
Navy/Marine Corps Rescerve Centers ac
Fort Wayne, IN

Billings, MT

Abilene, TX

Readiness Command Regions at:

Olathe, KN (Region 18)
Scotia, NY (Region 2)
Ravenna, O (Region 5)

Hospitals

Naval Hospital Charleston, SC
Naval Hospital Oakland, CA
Naval Hospital Orlando, FL
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DEPARTMENT OF THE
AIR FORCE

Large Aircraft

Grifliss Air Force Base, NY

K.1. Sawyer Air Torce Base, Ml
March Air Force Base, CA
McGuire Air Force Base, NJ

Small Aircraft

Homestead Air Force Base, FL

Air Force Reserve

O’Hare International Airport Air Force
Reserve Station, Chicago, IL

Air Force Depots

Newark Air Force Base, OH

Defense 1 agistics Agencvy
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Inventory Control Points

Defense Electronics Supply Center,
Dayton, OH

Delense Industrial Supply Center,
Philadelphia PA

Defense Personnel Support Center,
Philadclphia, PA

Service/Support Activities

Defense Logistics Agency Clothing Factory,
Philadelphia, PA

Defense Logistics Service Center,
Battle Creek, MI

Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service,
Battle Creek, Ml

Regional Headquarters
Defense Contract Management District
Midatlantic, Philadelphia, PA

Defense Cortract Management District
Northcentral, Chicago, 11

Defense Contract Management District West,

El Segundo, CA

Defense Distribution Depots

Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, SC
Delense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, PA

Defense Distribution Depot Oakland, CA
Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, FL
Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, UT

Defense Information
Systems Agency

Navy Data Processing Centers

Aviationt Supply Office, Philadelphia, PA

Burcau of Naval Personnel, Washington, DC

Enlisted Personnel Management Center,
New Orleans, LA

Facilities Systems Office, Port Hueneme, CA

Fleet Industrial Support Center,
San Diego, CA

Naval Air Station, Brunswick, MN

Naval Air Station, Key Mest, FL

Naval Air Station, Mayport, FL

Naval Air Station, Oceana, VA

Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, WA

Naval Air Warfarc Center, Aircraft Division,
Patuxent River, MD

Naval Air Warlare Center, Weapons Division,
China Lake, CA

Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division,
Point Mugu, CA

Naval Command Control & Ocean
Surveillance Center, San Diego, CA

Naval Computer & Telecommunications
Arca Master Station, Atlantic, Norfolk, VA

Naval Computer & Telecommunications Area
Master Station, EASTPAC, Pearl Harbor, Hi

Naval Computer & Telecommunications
Station, San Diego, CA

Naval Computer & Telecommunications
Station, New Orleans, LA

Naval Computer & Telecommunications
Station, Pensacoia, TL

Naval Computer & Telecommunications
Station, Washington, DC

Navy Data Automation Facility,
Corpus Christi, TX

Navy Recruiting Command, Arlington, VA

Navy Regional Data Automation Center,
San Francisco, CA

Naval Supply Center, Charleston, SC

Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, VA

Naval Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, HlI

Naval Supply Center, Puget Sound, WA

Trident Refit Facility, Bangor, WA

Trident Refit Facility, Kings Bay, GA
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Marine Corps Data Processing Centers

Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, NC
Marine Corps Air Station, Ll Toro, CA
Regional Automated Services Center,

Camp Lejeune, NC
Regional Automated Services Center,

Camp Pendletcn, CA

Air Force Data Processing Centers

Air Force Military Personnel Center,
Randolph ATFB, TX
Compriter Service Center, San Antonio, TX
Regional Processing Center, McClellan AFB, CA
7th Communications Group, Pentagon,
Arlington, VA

Defense Logistics Agency Data
Processing Centers

Informaton Processing Center, Bautle Creck, Ml
&
Information Processing Center, Ogden, UT
& &
luformation Processing Center,
Philadelphia, PA
Information Processing Center, Richmond, VA

Defense Information Systems Agency
(DISA) Data Processing Centeis

Defense Tnformation Technology Service
Crganization, Columbus Annex Dayton, Ol

Dedense Information Technology Service
Organization, Indianapolis Information
Processiitg Center, IN

Deiense Infonmaiion Technology Seivice
Organization, Kansas City Information
Processing Center, MO

Changes to Previously Approved
BRAC 88/91 Recommendations

Bergstron: Air Foree Base, TX (70+hth Fighter
Squadron and 924th Fighter Group
redirected from Bergsirom AFB to
Car well AUB cantonment area)

Carswell A Foree Base, TN (Fahiication
function of the 430th Training Squadron
ichirected from Dyess AFB to Luke AUB,
maintenance training function redirected
frotn Dycss AUB to THITAIB)

Castle Air Force Base, CA (B-52 Combat Crew
Training redirected from Fairchild AFB 1o
Barksdale AIB and KC-135 Combat Crew
Training from Fairchild AFB to Allus AFB)

Chanute Air FForce Base, H. (Metals Technol-
ogy and Aircralt Structural Maintenance
training courses from Chanute AFB 10
Sheppard AIB redirected to NAS Memphis) s

Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station 1reasure
island, CA (Retain no facilities, dispose vice
outlease all property)

Letterkenny Army Depot, PA (Systems Integra-
tion Management Activity - East remains at
Letterkenny Army Depot, PA vice Rock
Island, 11.)

Maclyiil Air Force Base, FL (Airficld does
not close. 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES)
is rcassigned {rom Homestead AIFB and
operates the airfield. Joint Communications
support Llement stays at MacDill Al B vice
relocating to Charleston AFB)

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, CA
(Substitute Naval Air Station Miramar for
Marine Corps Al Station 29 Dalins as
one receiver ol Marine Corps A Station
Tustin's assects)

Matner Air Force Base, CA (940th Air
Refucling Group redirectedirom MeClellan
ALB 10 Beale AFB)

Naval Electronics Systems Engincering Cener,
San Dicgo, CA (Consolidate with Naval
Llectronics Systems Lngineering Center,
Vallejo, CA, into available Air Force space
vice new construction)

Yorktown, VA (Realign 1o Panama City,
1. vice Dam Neck, VA)

Naval Weapons Evalnation Tacility,
Albuquerque, NM (Retain as a tenant
of the Air Torcee)

Presicho ol San Francisco, CA (0 Avmy
relocates to NASA Ames, CA viee Fot
Carson, CQ)

Rickenbacker Air National Guard Basc, Oil
(Retain 121st Air Refueling Wing and the
ToOth Air Refueling Group in a cantonment
area at Rickenbacker ACB instead ol
Wright- Patterson AlB. Rickenbacker
AGB doces not close)

Rock Island Arsenal, 1L (AMCCOM remains
at Rock Island, 1L instead of moving to
Redstone Arsenal, Al)




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Anniston Army Depol, AL

Red River Army Depot, TX

Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA

Avrmy Information Processing Center
Chambersburg, PA

Army Information Processing Center
Huntsville, AT

Defense Distribution Depot Red River, TX

Defense Distribution Depot Anniston, AL

Fort Gilicm, GA

Fort Lee, VA

Fort McPherson. GA

Fort Monroe, VA

Marcus ook U.S. Army Rescrve Cenier, PA

Presidio of Monterey & Annex, CA

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Delense Distribution Depot Albany, GA

Defense Distribution Depot Barstow, CA

Defense Distribution Depot Cherry Point, NC

Defense Distribution Depot Jacksonville, FL

Defense Distribution Depot Norfolk, VA

Defense Distribution Depot San Dicgo, CA

Marine Coips Al Station Beaulort, 5C

Manne Corps Air Station Tustin, CA

Marine Corps Logisiics Base Albany, GA

Marine Corps Logistics Basc Barstow, CA

Naval Air Facility Johnstown, PA

Naval Air Tacility Martinshurg, WV

Naval Air Station Agana, Guam

Naval Air Station Corpus Christi, TX

Naval Air Station Memphis, TN

Naval Air Station Miramar, CA

Naval Air Station Oceana, VA

Naval Aviation Depot Cherry Point, NC

Naval Aviation Depot Jacksoneille, FL

Naval Aviation Depot Notith Island, CA

Naval Electronics Systems Lngineering
Center Portsmouth, VA

COMMISSION FOR 5
IDERATION

Naval Hospital Beaufort, SC

Naval Hospital Corpus Christi, TX

Naval Hospital Great Lakes, 1L

Naval Hospital Millington, TN .

Naval Ordnance Station Louisville, KY o

Naval/Marine Corps Reserve Center )
Lawrence, MA

Naval Reserve Center Chicopee, MA

Naval Reserve Center Quincy, MA

Naval Shipyard Norfolk, VA

Naval Shipyard Long Beach, CA i

Naval Shipyard Portsmouth, ME/NH

Naval Staticn Fverett, WA

Naval Station Ingleside, TX

Naval Station Pascagoula, MS M~

Naval Traming Center Great Lakes, 1L §

Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach, CA

Ships Parts Control Center
Mechanicsburg, PA

DEPARTMENT OF THE
AIR FORCE

Plattsburgh Air Foree Base, NY
Fairchild Air Force Base, WA
Grand Torks Air Vorce Base, ND
Tinker Air Force Base, OK
McClellan Air Foree Base, CA
Kelly Air Force Base, 1X
Warner-Robins Air Force Basge, GA
Gentile Atr Foree Station, OH
Qgden Air Logistics Center

Hill Air Force Base, UT
Defense Distribution De pot

McClellan Air Force Base, CA
Defense Distribution Depot :

Oklahoma City, OK 4]
Defense Distribution Depot .

San Antonin TX »
Defense Distribution Depot

Warnei-Robins, GA
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Regional Processing Center
Kelly Air Force Base, TX
Region:! Processing Center
Tinker Air Farce Base, OK
Regional Processing Center
Warner-Robins Air Force Base, GA

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY

Defense Contract Management District
Northeast, MA

Defense Construction: Supply Center
Columbus, OH
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DEFENSE INFORMATION
SYSTEMS AGENCY

Defense Information Technology Sevvices
Organization Cleveland Information
Processing Center, OH

Defense Information Technology Services
Qrganization Columbus Information
Processing Center, OH

Defense Informadon Technology Services
Organization Denver Information
Processing Center, CO
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HEeARINGS HE

Washington, D.C. Hearings

March 15, 1993

Presentation of the Secretary’s
Recommendations

2118 Rayburn House Office Building

March 16, 1993

Policy and Methodology in the
Secretary’s Recommendations

2212 Rayburn House Office Building

March 22, 1993

Environmental Issues, Methodology,
and Policy

334 Cannon House Office Building

March 28, 1583

Base Ciosure Account and Fxecution,
Budget Impact and Public Policy

G50 Dirksen Senate Othice Building

April 5, 1993

Strategic Defense/Chemical Issues,
Military Family/Retiree Issues

1100 Longworth House Office Building

April 12, 1993

Economic Issues

1100 Longworth House Office Building

April 19, 1993

Presentation of GAO’s Analysis ol the
Secretary’s Recommendations and Selection
Process {or Closures and Realignments

G50 Dirksen Senete Office Building

May 21, 1993

Commission Deliberations/Vote on
Additions to the Secretary’s List
for Turther Consideration

1100 Longworth House Oftice Building

COMMISSION

June 14-16, 1993

Congressional Testimony on Military
Facility Closures and Realignments

216 Hart Senate Office Building

June 17-18, 1993

Commission Deliberations

325 Russell Senate Office Building
216 Hart Senate Office Building

June 23-27, 1993

Commission T'inal Deliberations

216 Hart Senate Office Building
2167 Rayburn House Office Building
G50 Dirksen Senate Office Building

gional Hearings

Pt_‘. 10NAal r1earin
April 20-21, 1993

Mid-Auantic Regional Hearing
Gunston Arts Center

April 25-26, 1993
Qakland, CA Regional Hearing
Henry J. Kaiscr Convention Center

April 27,1993
San Diego, CA Regional Hearing
Holiday Inn on the Bay

May 1-2, 1993
Charleston, SC Regional Hearing
Gaillard Municipal Auditorivm

May 3, 1993
Orlando, FL Regional Hearing
Orlando Expo Center

May 4, 1993
Birmingham, AL Regional Tearing
Boutwell Municipal Auditorium
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May 9-10, 1993
Newark, Nj Regional Hearing
Symphony Hall

May 11, 1993 %
Boston, MA Regional Hearing
Gardner Auditorium

May 12, 1993 :
Detreit, M1 Regional Hearing ;
McGregor Memorial Conference Center i

June 1, 1993 d
Columbus, OH Regional Hearing :
Whitchall Civic Center

Jjune 2, 1993
Grand Forks, ND Regional Hearing
University of North Dakota

June 3, 1993 :
San Diego, CA Regional Hearing .
Holiday Inn on the Bay

June 4, 1993
Spokane, WA Regional Hearing
City Council Chambsrs

June 6, 1993
Corpus Christi, TX Regional Hearing
Bayfront Plaza Convention: Center

June 8-9, 1993
Atlanta, GA Regional Hearing

Russell Federal Building

June 11, 1993
Norfolk, VA Regional Hearing
Chrysicer Hall

June 12, 1993
Boston, MA Regional Hearing
Gardner Auditorium
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COMMISSIONER

ARMY

Anniston Army Depot, AL

Corpus Christi Army Depot, TX
Letterkenny Army Depot, PA

Red River Army Depot, TX

Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA

Tooele Army Depot, UT

Fort Gillem, GA

Fort Huachuca, AZ

Fort Lee. VA

Fort Leonard Wood, MD

Fort McClellan, AL

Fort McPherson, GA

Fort Monroe, VA

Fort Monmouth, NJ

Vint !l Farms, VA

Marcus Hook U.S. Atmy Reseive Center, PA
Presidio of Monterey Annex

Presidio of Monterey Annex/Fort Ord, CA
University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ

NAVY

Aviation Supply Gitice, Philadelphia, PA

Hunters Pomt Annex 1o Naval Siation
Treasure Island, San Francisco, CA

Marine Corps Air—=Ground Combpat Center,
29 Palms, CA

Marine Corps Air Station Beaulon, SC

Marine Corps Air Station bi Toro, CA

Marine Corps Air Siadon Tustin, CA

Marine Corps Logistivs Base Atbany, GA

Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow, CA

Maval Al Station Alameda, CA

Naval Air Station Cecil Field, TL

Naval Air Station Corpus Christi, TX

Neaval Air Sstation Dallas, TX

Naval At Stauon Gienview, 1

Naval Air Sation Memphis, TN

Naval Ay Station Meridian, MS

Naval Alr Statien Miramar, CA

Naval Air Sation Oceana, VA

Naval Al Staton Sowdh Weymouth, MA

Nuval Al faality Deiron, Ml

Navai Aiv Tacility Martinshurg, WV

Naval Ay Worfare Center--Airerait Division,
Fatuxent River, MD

Naval Air Warfare Center—Aircraft Division,
Trenton, NJ

Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, CA

Naval Aviation Depot Cherry Point, NC

Naval Aviation Depot Jacksonville, FL

Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, VA

Naval Aviation Depot North island, CA

Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, FL

Naval Education and Training Center,
Newport, Rl

Naval Electronic Systems Enginecring Center
Portsmouth, VA

Naval Llcctronic Systems Engineering Center
St. Inigoes, MD

Navai Electronic Sysiems Engineering Cenier
San Dicgo, CA

Naval Hospital Beaufort, SC

Naval lospital Corpus Chiisti, TX

Naval Hospital Great Lakes, il

Javal Hospital Millington, TN

Naval Hospital Oakland, CA

Naval Hospital Orlando, F'L

Naval Post Graduate School, Monterey, CA

Navy Radio Transmission Facility,
Annapolis, MD

Naval Shipyard Charleston, SC

Naval Shipyard Long Beach, CA

Naval Shipyard Mare Island, Vallejo, CA

Naval Shipyard Norfolk VA

Naval Shipyard Portsmouth, ME/NH

Naval station Charleston, SC

Naval Station Ingleside, TX

Naval Station Everett, WA

Naval Station Maypoit, FL

Naval Station Mobile, AL

Naval Station Pascagoula, M5

Naval Station Treasure Island
San Trancisco, CA

Naval Station Staten Island, NY

Naval submarine Base, New Londen, €7

Naval Supply Center Qakland, CA

Naval Supply Center Pensacola, FL

Naval Surface Warfare Center (Dalidgicn)
White Qak Detachment, Whaiie Oak, MD

Naval Swface Warlare Center—=Carderoch,
Annapolis Detachment, Annapohs, MD

Naval Training Center Great Lakes, 1L
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Appendix G

Naval Training Center Orlando, FL
Naval Training Center San Diego, CA
Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport, Rl
Naval Undersea Warlare Center, Norfolk
Detachment, Norfolk, VA
Naval Weapons Station Scal Beach, CA
Planning, Engineering for Repair and
Alterations (Surface) Pacific
San Francisco, CA
Public Works Center San Francisco, CA
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Bremerton, WA
Ships Parts Cantrol Center
Mechanicsburg, PA
Submarine Base New London, CT
Submarine Base Kings Bay, GA

AIR FORCE

Carswell Air Force Base, TX
Fairchild Air Force Base, WA
Gentile Air Force Station, OH
Grand Forks Air IF'orce Base, NID
Greater Rockford Airpori, Rockford, 11.
Griffiss Air Force Base, NY
Homestead Air Force Base, FL
Kelly Air Force Base, TX
K.1. Sawyer Air Force Base, M]
Plattisburgh Air Force Base, NY
Machill Air Force Base, L
March Air Force Base, CA
McClellan Air Force Base, CA
McGuire Air Force Base, NJ
Newark Air Force Base, OH
Ogden Air Logistics Center, Hilt

Air Yorce Base, UT
O’Hare International Airport Air Force

Reserve Station, Chicago, 11
Tinker Air FForce Base, OK
Travis Air Force Base, CA
Warner-Robins Air TForce Dase, GA
Wright-Patterson Air Foree Base, OH

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY

Defense Construction Supply Center
Columbus, OH

Defense Contract Management District
Northeast, Boston, MA

Delense Distribwtion idepot Albany, GA

Pefense Disiribution Depot Barstow, CA

Defense Distribution Depot Cherry Point, NC

Delense Distribution Depot Jacksonville, 'L

G-2

Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, PA
Defense Distribution Depot McClellan
Air Ferce Base, CA
Defense Distribution Depoi Norfolk, VA
Defense Distribution Depot Oklahoma City, OK
Defense Distribution Depot Red River, TX
Defense Distribution Depot San Antonio, TX
Defensc Distribution Depot San Diego, CA
Defense Distribution Depot Warner-Robins, GA
Defense Electronics Supply Center, Dayton, OH
Defense Industrial Supply Center, PA
Delense Logistics Service Center
Baltile Creek, Ml
Defense Logistics Agency Clothing Factory
Philadelphia, PA
Defense Personnel Support Center
Philadelphia, PA
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service
Battle Creek, Ml

DEFENSE INFORMATION
SYSTEMS AGENCY

Ay Iifoimation Processing Cenier
Chambershurg, PA

Computer Services Center, San Antonio, TX

Defense Information Technology Services
Organization, Columbus Information
Processing Center, Oli

Defense Information Technology Services
Organization, Cleveland Information
Processing Center, OH ;

Regional Processing Center
Kelly Air Force Basz, TX

Regional Processing Center
Tinker Air Force Base, OK

Regional Processing Center
Warner-Robins Air Force Base, GA

Seventh Communications Group
Pentagon, Washington, DC
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Jim Courter has been Chairman of the Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission since
1991. Prior to that, he represented the 12th
district of New Jersey in the U.S. House of
Representatives from 1979 until 1991. While
in Congress, Coingressman Courter chaired the
House Military Reform Caucus and served on
the following subcommittees of the House Armed
Services Committee: Military Installations and
Facilities, Procurement and Military Nuclear
Systemns, and Research and Development. In 1987,
he was appointed to the joint select committee
charged with investigating the diversion of funds
to the Nicaraguan democratic opposition in
the “Iran-Contra Affair.” Chairman Courter is
senior partner of the law {irm he founded,
Courter, Kobert, Laufer, Purcell, and Cohen,
in Hackeitstown, New jersey.

Peter B. Bowman is Vice President for Quality
Assurance for Gould, Inc., a diversified manu-
facturing company in Newburyport, Massachu-
sctts. A career naval offlicer, Mr. Bowman
attended the U.S. Naval Nuclear Power School
and the Naval Submarine School. He served
aboard three separate nuclear submarines and
later at Pear] Harbor Naval Shipyard. After tours
at the Naval Sea Systems Command and Mare
Island Naval Shipyard and 30 years scrvice, he
retired in 1990 as the Shipyard Commander at
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. Mr. Bowman was
an instructor for the Center jor Naval Analysis
at the Naval Posigraduate School from 1990
through 1991.

Beverly B. Byron was a mcmber ol the US.
House of Representatives representing the
6th District of Maryland from 1979 until
January 1993. While in Congress, she served as
Chairman of the Military Personnel and Com-
pensation Subcommittee of the House Armed
Services Committee. In this capacity, Congress-
woman Byron directed Congressional oversight
for 42 percent of the U.S. defense budget and
playcd o key role b ovaseeing the drawdown
of U.S. forees overseas. She also served on the
Rescarch and Developiment Subcommittee. From

1983 until 1986, Mrs. Byron chaired the House
Special Panel on Arms Control and Disarma-
ment and served from 198C until 1987 on the
U.S. Air Force Academy Board of Visitors.

Rebecca G. Cox is Vice President for Govern-
ment Alfairs for Continental Airlines. Mrs. Cox
formerly served as Assistant to the President
and Director of the Office of Public Liaison {or
President Ronald Reagan. Concurrently, she
served as Chairman of the Interagency Com-
mittee for Women's Business Enterprise. Prior
to her service in The White House, Mrs. Cox
was Assistant Secretary for Government Affairs
at the Department of Transportation. She had
previously served at the Department of Trans-
portation as Counselor to the Secretary. Mrs.
Cox began her career in the U.S. Senate, where
she was Chiefl of Staff 1o Senator Ted Stevens.

General Hansford T. Johnson, U.S. Air Force
(Retired) served in the Air Force for 33 years
and was Commander-in-Chief of the U.S. Trans-
portation Command and of the Air Mobility
Command, lcading these commands in Opera-
tion Desert Shield/Desert Storm. During his
career, he served in South Victnam, comrnanded
the 22nd Bombardment Wing, was Deputy Chicef
ol Stadf for Operations of the Strategic Air Com-
mand, Vice Commander-in Chiel of Pacific Air
Forces, Deputy Commander-in-Chief of the
U.5. Central Command and Director of the Juint
Staff of the Joint Chicls of Staff. General Johnson
is now Chiel of Staff of the United Services
Automobile Association.

Harry C. McPherson, Jr., is a partnei in the
law firm of Verner, Liipfert, Bernhard, McPherson
and Hand in Washington, D.C. He served as
Deputy Under Secretary of the Army for Inter-
national Affairs and later as Assistant Sccretary
of State for Educationai and Cultural Atfairs.
He then served as Special Counsel to Presiden:
Lyndon B. Johnson. Mr. McPherson scrved it
the U.S. Air Foree and was President of the
Federal City Council. He was General Counsel
for the John I Keonedy Center for the
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Performing Arts {from 1977 until 1991 and is
currently Vice Chairman of the U.S. Interna-
tional Trade and Cultural Center Commission.

Robert D. Stuart, Jr., was U.S. Ambassador to
Norway from 1984 10 1989 after serving as Presi-
dent, Chicf Executive Officer, and Chairman of
The Quaker Qats Company. Ambassador Stuart
is President of Conway Farms, a real estate
development company. He is also a Director of
the Atlantic Council, the Washington Center and
the Center for Strategic and International Stud-
ies. Previously, he was President of the Council
of American Ambassadors and Vice Chairman
of the lllinois Commission on the Future of Public
Service. He served in the U.S. Army in Europe
during World War 1I. He also served as a Com-
missioner on the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission in 1991.
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1st Marine Corps District

Garden City, New YorK ......ccoocoeoviininnn, 1-60
A
Anniston Army Depot, Alabama ...................... 1-7
Aviation Supply Office

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania ...................... 1-43
B
Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas ..................... 1-83
C
Carswell Air Force Base, Texas ...................... 1-84
Casile Al Force Base, California............cooe. 1-85
Chanute Air Force Base, IIlinois ........ccooooeeeeees 1-85

Charleston Naval Shipyard, South Carolina ..... 1-15

™
v

Defense Clothing Factory

Phiiadelphia, Pennsylvania ...................... 1-93
Defense Contract Management District

Midatlantic, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania ... 1-95
Defense Contract Management District

Northeentral, Chicago, lllinois ................. 1-95
Defer: : Contract Management District

West El Segundo, Califoriia .................... 1-96
Defense Distribution Depot

Charleston, South Carolina.................... 1-96
Defense Distiibution Depot

Letierkenny, Pennsylvania oo 1-97
Detense Distribution Depot

Quakland, California.................. 1-98
Defense Distribution Depot

Pensacola, Florida .........ooocvivee, 1-98
Defense Distribution Depot

Tooele, Utah ...... RPN e 1-99
Defense Electronics Supply Center

Gentile Air Force Station, Ohio ..o, 1-89
Drefense Industrial Supply Center

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania .................... 1-90
Defense Logistics Services Center ... 1-94
Defense Personnel Support Center

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania ................... 1-91
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Service

Bat 'e Creek, Michigan ... 1-94

DoD Family Housing and Family Housing
Office, Niagara Falls, New York ... 1-60

F

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply
Center), Charleston, South Carolina....... .. 1-55
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (Navai
Supply Ceuter), Oakland, California ........ 1-56
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (Naval

Supply Center), Pensacola, Florida ........... 1-57
Fort Belvoir, Virginia ... 1-9
Fort George B. McClellan, Alabama................... 1-1
Fort Monmouth, New Jersey .........c..coooonn. 1-3
G
Gentile Air Force Station, Dayton, Ohio .......... 1-81
Griffiss Air Force Base, New YOrk ........cccooeveenn, 1-71
H
Homestead Air Force Base, Florida.................. 1-77

Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station
Treaswre Island, San Francisco, California .. 1-67

K

K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan .............. 1-72
L

1 etterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania ............. 1-6
M

MacDill Air Force Base, Florida ....................... 1-86
March Air Force Base, California ...............o.e.n. 1.74
Mare Island Naval Shipyard, California............ 1-16

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, California ... 1-17
Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, Califomia .... 1-68
Marine Corps Logistics Base

Barstow, California................................ 1-7
Mather Air Force Base, California .................... 1-87
McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey................ 1-75
N
National Capital Regional (NCR) Activities ... 1-58
Naval Air Facility, Detroit, Michigan.............. 1-24
Naval Air Facility, Martinsburg, West Virginia .1-25
Naval Air Facility, Midway Island ................... 1-2]
Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam ...................... 1-21
Naval Air Siation, Alameda, California............. 1-34
Naval Air Station, Barbers Point, Hawaii ... 1-18
Naval Air Station, Cecil Tield, Florida ... 1-19
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Naval Air Warfare Center-Aircraft Division
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Naval Aviaticn Depot, Norfolk, Virginia ... 1-7, 1-40
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Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory
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Naval Education and Training Center

Newport Rhode Island ... 1-30
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